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INTRODUCTION 


The task of a commentator on St. Luke’s Gospel may be 
divided into at least the following parts: (a) Establishing the 
text written by the Evangelist; (b) Explaining this text in the 
sense he meant it to bear; (c) Determining the source or sources. 
he has used and the modifications he has introduced; (d) Ascer- 
taining the meaning of the narrative in these sources; (e) Inves- 
tigating the original form of the words or events related. These 
natural divisions of the field have determined the arrangement 
of the present commentary. 

To be sure so rigorous a classification of the steps is not al- 
ways practicable and, in particular, the usual custom has been 
followed of including in part (b) the necessary geographical and 
archeological information. But in the main the exegetical and 
the critical portions of the work have been sharply separated; 
in the exposition the question is always, What meaning did St. 
Luke expect his first readers to find in his Gospel? He wrote 
to tell historic facts, no doubt, but his primary interest was in 
the edification which the narrative of those facts would pro- 
duce. He presupposed no acquaintance with Palestinian con- 
ditions on the part of his readers and he knew that they would 
interpret much that he had to tell in terms of their own sur- 
roundings; above all, he knew that they would interpret much 
of his story in terms of their own developed Christian theology, 
—and he was content that it should be so. And, in addition, 
he meant his Gospel to be interpreted on its own merits, not 
after comparison or harmonizing with other documents. 

Questions that attempt to penetrate under the surface of the 
Gospel belong to the critic rather than the exegete and there 
is of course no limit to the possible extent of these questions. 
But a very important qualification of the discussion arises when 
St. Luke’s source was simply St. Mark; in this case investiga- 
tion of the final accuracy of the account belongs to the com- 
mentator on St. Mark’s Gospel and must be passed over by the 
commentator on St. Luke’s. 

ix 
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THE TEXT 


The material for New Testament study has grown so luxuri- 
antly in recent years that a severe self-restriction has become 
necessary for any commentator. This is especially true with 
regard to the textual evidence, which has swelled to enormous 
dimensions, capable of satisfactory treatment only in special 
treatises written by specialists in textual research. A commen- 
tary, consequently, can undertake to present only such readings 
as may prove of real service for interpretation. 

The following principles have been adopted. Variants that 
are merely orthographic are for the most part excluded; they 
are often of great aid in determining the later history of the 
text, but they rarely contribute anything towards understand- 
ing the Gospel. Much the same rule has been followed for 
minor grammatical differences, particularly when they are con- 
cerned only with alternatives for the same inflection form, with 
the insertion or omission of the article, minor variations in the 
order of words, etc. Corrections that simply harmonize with 
another passage are omitted rigorously, when their secondary 
character is recognized by the four editions cited below; this rule 
excludes a large number of variants. On the other hand, scribal 
corrections are often quoted that can have no claim to be part 
of the original text, for these often throw light on difficulties of 
interpretation and can be classed as opinions of commentators. 

The highest importance attaches to the opinions of the edi- 
tors of the standard Greek texts, and an attempt has been made 
to give all the non-orthographic variations of the editions of 
Tischendorf, Westcott & Hort, Bernard Weiss and von Soden. 
In the present condition of textual knowledge, these five schol- 
ars represent about the utmost that can be achieved towards 
the restoration of the original text from evidence that is pre- 
dominantly external. For further progress, recourse must be 
had chiefly to the exegetical study of variants; a principle that 
was, indeed, made more or less basic by Weiss, even if his appli- 
cation of it made him an extreme devotee of Codex B. Not, of 
course, that external testimony is not of the utmost importance. 
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Speculation on readings without a knowledge of their history 
is vicious, and internal tests should not be applied until the 
resources of external evidence are exhausted. But, as has been 
said, restoration of the text through study of the external evi- 
dence seems to be temporarily at a standstill, although there 
are signs of progress to come before long. 

The secondary character of the “Syrian” text may be taken 
for granted; research has constantly confirmed Westcott & 
Hort’s conclusions. This text in the present commentary is 
cited as Ko (Kow7); cf Soden’s “K.” And no attention is paid 
to its later forms except when they have special exegetical in- 
terest. The “neutral” text, which to Westcott & Hort was vir- 
tually the original text, now appears to be an Alexandrian 
recension, although of an earlier period than the revision called 
“Alexandrian” by the English scholars; Soden, indeed, at- 
tempted to connect this neutral text (his “H”) with Hesychius 
but on inadequate evidence. In any case, however, this re- 
cension (if recension it was) was made with the aid of ad- 
mirable material and remains our best general guide. 

Otherwise we have a mass of early variants, chiefly in D, the 
Old Latin, the Old Syriac and (to a less extent than was for- 
merly supposed) the Sahidic. These are not yet satisfactorily 
analyzed. Westcott & Hort grouped them, as far as they were 
then known, under the general head of “Western,” but the 
general applicability of this adjective is more than dubious; 
much specifically Western influence is present but its limits are 
difficult to determine. Soden attempted to trace everything to 
a Palestinian recension (his “I”) complicated by the influence 
of the Diatessaron, but his theory has notably failed of accep- 
tance. The pressing problem now is a better geographical classi- 
fication of this material and here some really successful work 
has been done; Streeter in particular appears to have identified 
the text of © and the 1-family as the text of Cesarea (St, p. 77 ff). 
At present, however, about all that can be said is that most of 
these ‘“non-Syrian-non-neutral” readings are obviously sec- 
ondary but the student cannot be dispensed from the duty of 
examining them separately. 
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The textual notes of this commentary will consequently be 
found to contain not a little exegetical discussion, and an at- 
tempt has been made to connect the textual study and the 
exegesis as closely as possible. The conclusions are often nec- 
essarily vague; if a formal Greek text had been printed, its 
“first margin” would have been very extensive. 

In citing textual authorities there has been no attempt at 
completeness. Students of the history of the text will not look 
to a commentary for their material, while students of inter- 
pretation are often deterred from work on the text by too for- 
midable an array of witnesses. Enough is given (it is hoped) 
to enable the student to recognize the general character of the 
testimony, but not so much as to embarrass him. Soden’s order 
for the MSS has been adopted; it is far from satisfactory, but 
it is at least better than the usual alphabetical scheme. In this 
system the leading authorities stand in the following sequence:— 


BRWCY33LADOIMUNAKTIAPSRPE XOVSEFGH. 


The versions are placed at the end, with the exception of sa 
and bo, which have their place (with the neutral MSS) before 
D. This arrangement will assist the student in consulting the 
fuller apparatus in Soden’s edition. But the latter’s peculiar _ 
notation for the Greek codices has been disregarded without 
hesitation, and it has seemed best also not to use the special 
system proposed by C. R. Gregory in Die griechischen Hand- 
schriften des Neuen Testaments (Leipsic, 1908). 

For a list of the Greek MSS containing Lk (virtually all the 
major MSS of the New Testament) the special works on textual 
criticism must be consulted.1 It may be useful, however, to 
note that C, 33, N, I], R, P, &, X, are defective in various 
degrees, as are also the Ko MSS E, F, G, H. 

For Marcion’s text see Harnack, Marcion, 2nd ed. (Leipsic, 
1924), especially pp. 176*-255*; this work supersedes all others 
for fullness of the material. 

1 Particularly Gregory’s completion of Tischendorf’s Prolegomena (Textkritik des 
Neuen Testaments, 3 vols., Leipsic, 1900-9), or Vol. I of von Soden’s work (3 parts, 


1902-10). An admirably selected small apparatus will be found in A. Huck’s Sy- 
uopse der dret ersten Evangelien, 6thed. (Tiibingen, 1922.) 
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The Old Latin MSS c, d, f, ff, 1, r contain Lk complete; e, 
ff, q are defective; az (n), i, s contain only fragments. In g; and 
ge the text of Lk is strongly affected by the Vulgate, while h 
and rz have simply the Vulgate. j, k, 0, p, t, v contain no Lk. 

af denotes the text offered by e and Cyprian, while the sym- 
bol “it” covers the remainder of the Old Latin; this notation 
is taken from von Soden. 

latt is used arbitrarily to denote various Latin testimony that 
it seems needless to particularize (an abbreviation of the con- 
ventional Jatt nonnull). lat, on the other hand, denotes the 
Latin testimony as a whole, including the vg. 

Of the Old Syriac versions, sys omits Lk 1: 16-38, 5 : 28— 
6:11, and is illegible in single verses elsewhere. syc omits 
Py i—-2* 46532 167 332, 16%. 12-31) 243 45-53: 

syd is the Syriac Diatessaron. It is quoted from Soden. 

syp is the Peshitta; syh the Harkleian; syj the Jerusalem (Sd’s 
sy pa). 

Soden’s citations of sa should be checked from G. Horner’s 
English translation (The Coptic Version of the New Testament 
in the Southern Dialect, Oxford, 1911). 

The secondary versions are rarely cited. ) 


THE SOURCES 


The ordinary conclusions of the Two-Document theory of 
the Synoptic problem may be taken for granted. It is hoped 
that the critical discussion in the commentary will supply a 
detailed proof of the justice of this, if such proof is needed. 


ST. MARK 


The following major passages in Lk are based entirely, or 
in large part, on Mk:— 
* :2b-4, Mk 1: 2-4. Appearance of Baptist. 


I. 
*2, 2 16, Mk 1: 7-8. His Baptism. 

3. 3121-22, Mk 1:9-11. Baptism of Christ. 

4. 4:31-44, Mk 1: 21-39. A day in Capernaum. 
*e, o:12-16, Mk 1:40-45. The leper. 
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: 17-26, Mk 2:1-12. The paralytic. 

: 27-39, Mk 2:13-22. Fasting. 

:1-5, Mk 2: 23-28. Hunger and the Sabbath. 
: 6-11, Mk 3:1-6. Healing on the Sabbath. 

: 12-16, Mk 3:13-19. The apostles. 

:17-19, Mk 3: 7-12. The disciples. 


: 4-8, Mk 4:1-9. The sower. 

:9-15, Mk 4: 10-20. Interpretation. 

: 16-18, Mk 4: 21-25. Light. 

: 19-21, Mk 3: 31-35. Christ’s family. 

: 22-25, Mk 4: 35-41. The tempest. 

: 26-39, Mk 5:1-20. The demoniac and the swine. 
: 40-56, Mk 5: 21-43. Jairus’ daughter, etc. 

: 1-6, Mk 6:7-13. Mission of the Twelve. 

: 7-9, Mk 6: 14-16. Herod’s opinion. 

: 10-17, Mk 6: 32-44. The Five Thousand. 


: 18-22, Mk 8: 27-31. St. Peter’s confession. 
: 23-27, Mk 8:34—9:1. Imitation of Christ. 
: 28-36, Mk g: 2-10. The transfiguration. 

: 37-43@, Mk 9: 14-29. The demoniac boy. 
:43b-45, Mk 9: 30-32. Prediction of Passion. 
: 46-50, Mk 9: 33-40. Precedence. 


215-17, Mk 10: 13-16. The children. 

: 18-30, Mk 10: 17-31. The unwilling ruler. 

: 31-34, Mk 10: 32-34. Prediction of Passion. 
> 35-43, Mk 10: 46-52. The blind beggar. 

: 29-36, Mk 11: 1-8. Entry into Jerusalem. 

> 45-48, Mk 11: 15-18. Cleansing of Temple. 

> 1-8, Mk 11: 27-33. Question of authority. 
:9-19, Mk 12: 1-12. The vineyard. 

: 20-26, Mk 12:13-17. ‘Tribute. 

: 27-33, Mk 12: 18-23. Question of Sadducees. 
: 34-38, Mk 12: 24-27. Marriage and the resurrec- 
tion. 
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39. 20:39-40, Mk 12: 28-34. Christ’s triumph. 

40. 20:41-44, Mk 12: 35-37. David’s son. 

41. 20:45-47, Mk 12: 38-40. Warnings against scribes 
42. 21:1-4, Mk 12: 41-44. The widow’s mites. 

43. 21: 5-9, Mk 13:1-7. The coming distress. 

44. 21: 29-33, Mk 13: 28-31. The sign of the figtree. 
45. 22:7-13, Mk 14:12-16. Preparations for Passover. 


An asterisk in the above list indicates that there is reason to 
think Lk supplemented Mk from some other source or sources. 
Otherwise there can be little doubt that Lk’s version is simply 
Mk’s, with more or less editorial revision. 

Into Mk’s narrative Lk has inserted two sections, 6: 20— 
8:3 and 9: 51—18: 14, which are composed chiefly of teaching 
material. But he has left Mk’s order unaltered, except at sec- 
tions 10 and 15, where the inversions make a better connection 
with the insertion between sections 11 and 12. Cf also com- 
mentary on 4:31. 

Between sections 21 and 22, however, a considerable part of 
Mk’s Gospel has been omitted (Mk 6: 45—8: 26). The reason 
for this omission is a debated question, but the following con- 
siderations appear to be the most important:—(a) The mention 
of “Bethsaida” in Lk 9: 10 seems hardly explicable apart from 
Mk 6:45 (cf commentary), implying that Lk’s copy of Mk 
continued beyond Mk 6:44. (b) The omitted section of Mk 
offers certain grave critical problems, especially as regards 
doublets: Lk might not have detected these difficulties unaided, 
but he may have had access to a better tradition which he fol- 
lowed in preference to Mk. Cf Jn 6, which likewise brings St. 
Peter’s confession into close connection with the Feeding of the 
Five Thousand. (c) The contents of the omitted section offer 
little that would have attracted Lk, apart from material that 
he presents elsewhere. The miracles in Mk 7: 31-37 and 8: 22- 
26 lack ease of performance, and the one in 6: 53-56 is vaguely 
told. The Feeding of the Four Thousand (Mk 8:1-10) Lk 
would have regarded as a needless repetition, and the reference 
to it in 8:14-21 made this latter section impossible without 
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drastic revision (and cf Lk 12:1 for the logion involved). 
Mk 8: 11-13 is related more elaborately in Lk 11:16 ff. Mk 
7:1-23 turns about ceremonial washings and the validity of 
the Corban vow, matters of no interest to Lk’s readers (and 
cf Lk 11:38 ff). The harsh reference to Gentiles in Mk 7: 27 
would have made all of Mk 7: 24-30 undesirable. Why Lk 
omits Mk 6: 45-52 is not so clear; perhaps he thought it need- 
less after his own story in 8: 22-25, perhaps its insertion would 
have complicated his geographical references embarrassingly. 
On the whole section cf especially HS, pp. 61-74. 

Apart from this “great omission,” Lk has disregarded the 
following sections in Mk chs 1-12, but has compensated for 
them elsewhere (cf also below under “Q”’): 


Mk 1: 16-20. The call of St. Peter. Cf Lk 5: 1-11. 

Mk 6:1-6. Rejection at Nazareth. Cf Lk 4: 16-30. 

Mk 10:1-10. Divorce. Cf Lk 16: 18. 

Mk 10:35-45. Rank. Cf Lk 22: 27. 

Mk 11: 12-14, 20f. The figtree. Cf Lk 13: 6-9. 

Mk 12: 28-34. The Great Commandment. Cf Lk 10: 
25-28. 


Oe eae 


This leaves only the following major Markan sections as “pure 
omissions” :— 


:20f. Accusation of insanity. 

: 26-29. The seed growing by itself. 
:14-29. The death of the Baptist. 
:11-13. The Baptist as Elijah. 


Beppe 
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The first of these was obviously undesirable, while the second 
is a parable of notorious difficulty for the allegorist. And Lk 
probably thought that his first chapter devoted sufficient space 
to the Baptist; for the conception of him as Elijah cf Lk 1: 
C7727 

After ch 12 of Mk, Lk’s narrative is generally based on a 
non-Markan source. But it should be noted that Mk 14: 3-9 
is the only section of importance without some Lukan parallel; 
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Lk probably thought this one compensated for by his own story 
in 7: 36-50. 

Lk’s usual treatment of! a Markan account is about as fol- 
lows:—At its beginning he nearly always removes notes of time, 
place, and journeyings; Lk’s topography for the most part is 
extremely vague. Needless proper names disappear likewise. 
The situation is introduced very concisely, but the initial say- 
ings in dialogue are copied with tolerable fidelity. As the point 
of the saying is approached the copying becomes more exact, 
while the “kernel” logion deviates least of all from Mk. The 
conclusion is handled much more freely, and Lk is especially 
fond of a final homiletic touch. That is, Lk is respectful towards 
the Greek tradition of Christ’s sayings established by Mk, but 
not especially so towards Mk’s settings of these sayings. But 
he does not hesitate to supplement or alter Mk radically from 
a parallel tradition, and it is worth particular notice that Lk’s 
greatest modifications of Mk are just before or just after the 
use of a different source. ; 

Lk’s version of a Markan paragraph is apt to be shorter than 
the original, for Mk is fond of repetitions and merely pictur- 
esque details which Lk usually omits. On the other hand there 
is often not much difference in the length of the sentences, for 
what Lk gains in omitting superfluous words (particularly ad- 
verbs) is compensated for by his additions that give rhetorical 
finish. 

Many of Lk’s alterations of Mk were directly indicated by 
Mk’s rather peculiar Greek style; Mk’s vocabulary is scanty, 
and he tends to a constant repetition of the same term (evOus 
and wd) notoriously). He displays likewise a fondness for 
overemphasis, both in words and in constructions, and uses the 
imperfect and the historical present far too freely. Nor does 
his hold on grammar appear to be any too secure; he regularly 
co-ordinates verbs with «af, where better writers would use a 
participle construction, and is overtaxed by indirect discourse. 
Lk generally corrects matters of this kind, as does Mt also; 
most of the “Lk—Mt contacts” (cf below) are simply obvious 
corrections of Mk’s incorrect Greek. 

1Fuller details in HS and Cd. 
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The following Markan terms are those that Lk, for one reason 
or another, most frequently (more than three times) omits or 
alters, apart from the constant change of Aéyer into elzev. 
Only the occurrences in Mk that belong to a passage copied 
by Lk are included. 


COPIED | OMITTED | ALTERED] ELSEWHERE LK} ACTS 


neptBAgrecbat 
TOAAK (adv.)....... 
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The following passages have no parallels in Mk, but the agree- 
ment between Lk and Mt is so close as to render the use of 
common Greek originals indubitable:— 

I. 3¢7-9, 160-18, Mt 3:7-10, 116-22. The Baptist’s 
preaching. 
:1-13, Mt 4: 1-11. The Temptation. 
:39, Mt 15:14. Blind leading blind. 
:40, Mt 10:24. Servant and master. 
:41f, Mt 7:3-5. Mote and beam. 
743 f, Mt 7:18f, 16d, 12: 33. Tree and fruit. 
745, Mt 12:35. ‘Treasure and heart. 
:6b-9, Mt 8: 8-10. The centurion’s faith. 
322-35, Mt. 113 4=11, 16-190. ‘The Baptist. 
> 57-60, Mt 8: 19-22. Demands on followers. 
10:2, Mt 9:37 f. Laborers and harvest. 
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> 3-12, Mt 10: 7-16. Mission charge. 

>13-15, Mt 11: 21-23. Woes on cities. 

>21f, Mt 11: 25-27. Christ’s thanksgiving. 

: 23 f, Mt 13: 16f. Blessedness of sight. 

> 2-4, Mt 6:9-13. Lord’s Prayer. 

>9-13, Mt 7:7-11. Assurance in prayer. 
215-20, Mt 12: 24-28 (in part). Beelzebul. 

> 23-26, Mt 12: 30, 43-45. Return of demon. 
> 29-32, Mt 12: 39-42. Demand for a sign. 
233, Mt 5:15. Unhidden light. 

>34f, Mt 6:22f. Light and eye. 

> 37-52 (in part), Mt 23 (in part). Woes. 

: 2-9, Mt 10: 26-33. Assurance of protection. 
:10, Mt 12:32. Blasphemy. 

222-32, Mt 6:25-34. Carelessness for earthly 


things. 


> 39-46, Mt 24: 43-51. Watchfulness. 

>58f, Mt 5:25f. Agreement with adversary. 

: 18-21, Mt 13: 31-33. Mustard seed and leaven. 
:28f, Mt 8:11f. Rejection from Kingdom. 


34 f, Mt 23: 37-39. Woes on Jerusalem. 
3-7, Mt 18: 12-14. The lost sheep. 


:13, Mt 6:24. Two masters. 

:16, Mt 11:12f. Law and Baptist. 
:17, Mt 5:18. Permanence of Law. 
ao, it 5232. Divorce: 


rf, Mt 18:6f. Offences. 

23-27, Mt 24: 26f, 37-39. Parousia. 
34f, Mt 24:40f. Suddenness of Parousia 
37, Mt 24:28. Place of Parousia. 


list should probably be added (cf commentary in 


7:18-21, Mt 11:2f. The Baptist’s envoys. 
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11 f, Mt 10:17-20. Defence at trial. 
27, Mt 10:38. Bearing cross, 
3f, Mt 18:15, 21. Forgiveness. 
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And a few other scattered verses. 


The passages in the above list must have been taken from a 
written source (or sources), for the language is Greek, not Ara- 
maic. In Aramaic oral transmission different traditions of 
Christ’s words would perhaps vary no more than do Lk’s and 
Mt’s versions but independent Greek translators would have 
had a much wider margin of disagreement. And the hypothesis 
of an “official” oral translation involves too many difficulties; 
the original translator (translators?) would have had to begin 
by committing the work to memory and would have imposed 
a needless burden on the rapidly growing church. The analogy 
of the Jewish schools is fallacious, for (apart from linguistic 
considerations) the Rabbis had to deal only with small groups 
of selected scholars, all of whom had unlimited time at their 
disposal. The earliest Christian church, on the other hand, 
ministered to numbers so large as to put elaborate oral cate- 
chising out of the question. 

That Lk and Mt used the above material in written form 
may consequently be taken for granted. And scholars generally 
hold that this material was all (or approximately all) embodied 
in a single written source, “Q.” This assumption probably 
cannot be rigorously proved, but it is wholly likely, particularly 
as dividing “Q” into two or more documents simply leads to 
needless complexity. If a collection of Christ’s sayings was to 
be made for the use of converts, the above list might be ex- 
tended; but there is little in it that could be omitted. More- 
over the Greek style of the passages listed is remarkably uni- 
form. The vocabulary is small, consisting of only about 500 
words (an attempt at an exact count yielded 499) and many of 
these are technical terms used once only. 

The appearance of the following terms in Q is curiously scanty: 

amoxpivety (2), avtés nominative (1), yvecOar (4), ypapy- 
Hatevs (0), duddoxewv (0), elvat imperfect (0), evOds (—dws) 
(0), €xew (7), 7 = “or” (2), Wa telic (0), xard (x), Aads (0), 
viv (0), 0 o€ (0), 674 recitative (0), o}T0s nominative (0), wapd 
(0), mapaBory (0), Tvebpa (0), cdBBarTor (0), sap (0), ctv 
(0), s@few and cognates (0), Ts (0), 5 conj. (0), SaTe (0). 
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Yet too much stress should not be laid on this list, for the 
Evangelists alter Q freely; Lk, for instance, dislikes ypaupateds. 

Q’s grammatical constructions are of the very simplest, as is 
well indicated by the fact that his use of xaé in contrast to 5¢ 
is in a ratio almost exactly seven to one (an attempt at a count 
gave 151: 22). A relative clause or an infinitive with Tod about 
exhausts the author’s syntactical abilities, and there are only 
seven certain instances of éav conditional (nine of €2). But this 
very simplicity produces an admirably direct effect and Q 
throughout is quiet and unstrained; cf, e. g., the calm tone of 
Mt 6: 19-21 with the exaggerated vehemence of Lk 12: 33 f. 

In addition to the Q material listed above, it is altogether 
conceivable that Lk may contain extracts from Q that were not 
copied by Mt. Such passages may perhaps be identified by 
their style and their connection with Q contexts, especially if 
Mt’s omission of them can be explained. In the present com- 
mentary these reasons are thought sufficient to assign the fol- 
lowing passages to Q:— 


10:17-20. Return of the disciples. 
11:5-8. The importunate friend. 
1r:21f. The strong man. 
12:13-21. The rich fool. 

13 : 31-33. Herod’s threat. 
15:8-10. The lost coin. 
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Mt likewise contains Q passages that were not copied by Lk, 
but a study of these lies outside the interest of a commentary 
on Lk. 

A still further question relates to the presence of Q material 
in Lk where a Markan parallel also exists. This presents a 
delicate problem but one that must not be evaded. The most 
important test for the presence of such matter is found in agree- 
ments of Lk and Mt in “Markan” passages, where Mk differs 
from the Lk—Mt readings, agreements that in the present com- 
mentary are termed “Lk-Mt contacts.” A fairly full list of 
these contacts will be found in the critical discussion of each 
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Markan section, and the significance of each is discussed. Most 
of them are of no importance, as they involve only such 
modifications of Mk as would naturally suggest themselves to 
editors. Of the other cases, some may be due to “primitive” 
textual influence of Lk on Mt (or vice versa), but such influence 
must be predicated with caution. A few agreements may indi- 
cate that the text of our Mk has changed since it was used by 
Lk and Mt, and this explanation has been adopted in one or 
two instances. 

In a residuum of cases a genuine Q influence may be attested, 
and such influence is assumed in the Markan sections in the list 
above numbered 1, 2, 6, 14, 19, 21 (with less probability in 
numbers 5 and 6). In most of these cases Mk is clearly depen- 
dent on Q’s form; an important fact, showing that Q is earlier 
than Mk. It appears also that Q contained some narrative, as 
well as teaching, although in no instance does its recovery help 
towards a better understanding of the events (as distinct from 
the sayings) related by Mk. 

As regards the order of the sections in Q, Lk is distinctly a 
better authority than Mt, for he has made little attempt at 
topical groupings. As to the literary treatment of the separate 
sections, the results of the commentary tend to show that Lk 
treated Q much as he did Mk but with this important differ- 
ence: Q is composed very largely of Christ’s words, so that 
Lk’s revision (as in the similar passages in Mk) rarely proceeds 
beyond mere stylistic improvement. 

The historical value of Q is studied in the commentary, with 
results that appraise this value highly; in fact, often only the 
difference between the Aramaic original and a close Greek 
translation separates us in Q from the actual words of Christ. 
The person of the translator is of course unknown, but that 
the translation was made from an Aramaic Q written by St. 
Matthew is still a more than plausible hypothesis. In any case 
the fact that Evangelists of such different tendencies as Mt, 
Lk and Mk regarded Q as authoritative shows that its author 
was a person of distinction in the earliest church. The interests 
of the source point decisively towards a Palestinian origin, as 
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does the character of its Greek. Its date is entirely vague, but 
there is no special reason to think of a time later than ca so 
A.D. 


L 


When full allowance has been made for the portions of Lk 
that were drawn from Mk and Q, a large portion of the Gospel 
still remains. And the present commentary has adopted the 
hypothesis, defended most notably by Bernhard Weiss and 
Streeter, which assigns the great bulk of this material to a third 
written source, L. The following sections of the Gospel appear 
to belong to this source:— 


I. 1:5—2:52. The infancy narratives. 

2. 3:10-14. The Baptist’s instructions. 

3. 3:23-38. The genealogy. 

4. 4:16-30. The rejection at Nazareth. 

5. §:1-11. The call of Simon. 

*6. 5:33-36. Fasting. 
*7, 6:14-16. The apostles. 

8. 6:20-26. Beatitudes and woes (Mt 5: 3-12). 

9. 6:27-38. Love of enemies (Mt 5: 38-48, 7:1 f, 12). 
Io. 7:2-6a, 10. Centurion’s message (Mt 8: 5-7, 13). 
II. 7:11-17. Widow’s son at Nain. 

12. 7:36-50. The penitent woman. 
13. 8:1-3. The ministering women. 
*t4. 9:7-9. Herod’s opinion. 
*15. g: 28-36. The Transfiguration. 
*16. 9:43b-45. Prediction of Passion. 
17. 9:51-56. Rejection in Samaria. 


18. 10:1. Mission of disciples. 

19. 10: 290-37. Good Samaritan. 

20. 10:38-42. Mary and Martha. 

2I. 11:27-28. The woman’s praise. 

22. 11:37-50 (in part). Woes on the Pharisees (Mt ch 23). 
23. 11:53-54. Breach with Pharisees. 

24. 12:32-34. The true treasure (Mt 6: 19-21). 

25. 12:35-38. Watchful servants. 
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26. 12:49-53. Messianic divisions (Mt 10: 34-36). 
27. 13:1-5. Warnings to people. 
28. 13:10-17. Woman with infirmity. 
29. 14:1-6. Man with dropsy. 
30. 14:7-11. Choice of places. 
31. 14:12-14. Guests. 
32. 14:25-26. Cost of discipleship (Mt 10: 37). 
33. 14:28-33. Counting cost. 
34. 15:1-3. Reception of publicans, etc. 
35. 15:11-32. Prodigal son. 
36. 16:9. Mammon of unrighteousness. 
37. 16:15, 19-31. Dives and Lazarus. 
38. 17:5-6. Power of faith (Mt 17: 20). 
39. 17: 7-10. On servants. 
40. 17: 15,19. The ten lepers. 
41. 18:9-14. Pharisee and publican. 
*42. 18:31-34. Prediction of Passion. 
43. I9:1-10. Zaccheus. 
44. 19:11-27 (in part). The journeying nobleman. 
45. 19:37-40. The entry into Jerusalem. 
46. 19:41-44. Lament over Jerusalem. 
*47.. 21:5-9. The coming distress. 
48. 21:10—end is based chiefly on L, with free Markan 
contributions, although 24: 36-49 belongs to some 
still different source. 


An asterisk in the above list denotes that L in the section 
cited is mixed with Mk. A reference toa parallel in Mt indicates 
that L is combined with Q. 

The Greek material in the above list has a peculiar vocabu- 
lary and style, which differ markedly from Lk’s own. For a 
detailed presentation of the evidence reference must be made 
to The Journal of Biblical Literature, xxix, pp. 139-180 (1910), 
and xxx, pp. 78-103 (1911), but the leading phenomena are dis- 
played sufficiently well in the table below. The column headed 
“Mk” gives the number of times Lk copied the word from a 
parallel in Mk. “Q” gives the instances where the word has 
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an exact parallel in Mt in a non-Markan section. “Lk” in- 
cludes Lk’s insertion of the word into a Markan parallel, and 
the obvious cases where he has inserted it into Q or has used 
it in a sentence that is evidently his own. “Dubious”’ is self- 
explanatory. The table showing the distribution of the terms 
in Acts is especially noteworthy for the few instances in the 
“We” sections. “Om. Mk” denotes the cases where Lk has 
omitted the word in copying a Markan parallel (no account is 
taken of the instances where Lk has omitted an entire clause 
containing the word). 

A considerable subjective element is bound to exist in any 
list of this sort; for instance, it is difficult to determine whether 
some passages in Lk are really based on Mk or not (particu- 
larly in chs 22-23). But the buik of the evidence is unambigu- 
ous, and in work of this sort only bulk counts; lists of charac- 
teristic terms are not mathematical tables for exact computation. 

An asterisk marks the words and phrases, whose occurrence 
cannot be readily checked from HS or a concordance. The 
data for these instances follow: 

éyévero év T@. From Lk in 3: 21, 5:12, 9:18, 11:1. From 
feanet os 0, 52 te O.220,/ 33. hin dO en hs 277 5A tL CIES 
14, 18:35, 19215, 24:4, 15, 30, 51. Omitted from Mk 4: 4. 

éyévero @S. From L in 1: 23, 41, 2:15, 19: 20. 

éyyifew eis. From L in 18:35, 19: 29, 24: 28. 

év T@ with aorist infinitive. From Lk in 3:21. From L in 
2:27, 9:34, 30; 11:37, 1421, 192 15, 24230. 

é6o0 with a noun and no verb (in narrative). From Lk in 
5:18. Dubiousin 5:12. From Lin 7: 37, 13: 11, 19: 2, 22: 47, 
23:50. Acts 8: 27 (text?). 

kal ates nominative, where the xa’ is merely copulative 
and the pronoun has no intensive force. From Lk in 4:15, 
5:14, 17, 8:22, 24:52. Dubious text in 8:42. From L in 
Ei], 22, 2: 28,37, 50, 3:23, 5:1, 0: 20, 7: 12, 8:1, 9: 36, 51, 
RAP TES E4107 24,017 211s 13)110) 10234, 10. 2 (bis), 22: 23, 
Al, 24:14, 25, 28, 31, 35. Omitted from Mk 4: 38, 8: 29, 14: 15. 

Kat avTos jv with participle. From Lk in 5:17. From L in 
B23 ues, 5s.8y tdi hs 
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auaetad6s 

aun 

dvantntety 

anéyetv, “be distant” 
&rd tot viv 


&rodauBavety 

&oxecBat 

ey éveto—xaat 

éyéveto with verb... 
*éyéveto év tH 


éyytCerwv 
*éyyiCew ets 


*zy < with aor. inf.. 
étotudGerv 
eUAoyety 


*t3o6 special 
*xat adtd¢ special.... 
*xat adtds hy with pte. 
xat& td 0c 
xialery 


xboetog narrative..... 
*Otewats “tA 


obxt—aAr& 

napk, “beyond”... 
*cimAcvat temporal . 

otAayxviCecbat 

otpagels 
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AUTpwows from L in 1:68, 2:38. amoAvTpwows from L in 
21:28. Avtpodo@ar from L in 24:21. AvTperns in Acts 
7:35. 

BvnoOjvae (aorist). From L in E284, 92, 16098343749) 
aak'G. &, 

mumdadvat temporal. From L in 1: 23, 57, 2:6, 21, 22. 

as éyyif@, From L in 7:12, 15:25, 19: 29, 41. 


Corroboration is given by the use of the following terms, 
which are discussed in the commentary as they occur:— 
avaxriverv, dvaxbrrrewv, avticeiaOat, amopia (aTropeiv), dpurtov 
(apiotav), Bacrrevew eri (with accusative), yoyyvfew (Suaryoy- 
yucew), Soxeire interrogative, Siddvar édenuootvny, émalpew 
Tos dpGarpmors, éravépyecOar, emicxory (émioxémtec Oar), 
nuépa ToD caBBarov, Oavpatew eri, Kralev eri, dpOpos and 
cognates, wepiS@vvucGai, éppw (reppwlev), otnpifew, ovy- 
yevevs and cognates, cvpmopevec at, Tézros after éml, ote with 
telic infinitive. Cf also the note on ‘Iepoveadnu in 2: 25. 

In addition to the evidence in the above lists, the following 
characteristics of L are to be noted:—L’s style has a strong 
LXX coloring, and is marked by frequent Semitisms.! The 
outlook is intensely Judaistic, to the point of ignoring Gentile 
Christianity altogether; the church to which L’s author be- 
longed felt itself to be simply the true Israel, in contrast to the 
unbelieving Jews around it. There is a bitter hatred for the 
leaders of these unbelievers (scribes, Pharisees, and the well- 
to-do classes generally), but towards the “people” the attitude 
is much more sympathetic. This corresponds with the situa- 
tion in Palestine at any time after (say) 40 A. D., when the 
church was in extreme poverty and could make converts only 
from among the poor. The atmosphere is Judean, rather than 
Galilean, with some interest in Samaria. There was persecu- 
tion, but persecution limited to economic oppression and social 
ostracism; real martyrdom hardly existed. The hope of this 


1For details cf Journal of Biblical Literature, xxix, 170-178. The lists there show 
that in L the “purely LXX” words are proportionately more than twice as numer- 
ous as in the rest of the Gospel or Acts. 
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church was the eschatological programme of the earliest Chris- 
tianity, with special emphasis on its anti-zelotic features and 
with no illusions as to the inviolability of Jerusalem. 

The historic value of L is difficult to appraise in any single 
formula. It contains much material of high worth, especially 
in the Passion narrative, but it contains also matter that is 
certainly secondary, with versions of historic scenes that be- 
tray theological or apologetic interests. Broadly speaking, the 
L narrative sections stand perhaps halfway between the best 
Markan tradition and the versions in the Fourth Gospel. But 
in the transmission of Christ’s sayings the case is decidedly 
better, and in many respects L’s contributions (particularly as 
regards parables) are inestimable. 

L has always been famous for its literary beauty, although 
this beauty has generally been accredited to Lk; as a matter 
of fact, however, Lk’s revisions often mar L’s perfect simplicity; 
cf, e. g., on 7: 36-50. 

There seems to be no way of dating the document at all 
closely. The two passages 19:43f and 21: 20-24 that have 
been thought to point to a time after 70 A. D. are of no real 
assistance. Palestinian Christianity certainly expected the de- 
struction of Jerusalem and the Temple as part of the Last Woes, 
and Palestinian Christian apocalyptic certainly did not hesitate 
to depict this destruction in terms drawn from the Old Tes- 
tament (cf the commentary im /oc.). In fact, the general tone 
of Lk points to a period when the “rich” were enjoying undis- 
turbed power rather than a time when the visitation of the 
Roman conquest had fallen on them. Perhaps a date ca 55-65 
A. D. best meets the conditions. 

As L is a Greek document, its author is to be sought among 
the Palestinian ‘“Hellenists,” a class that existed from the 
earliest days of the church. Certain scholars, notably Harnack,! 
have suggested Philip the Evangelist, with whom the writer of 
the ““We” sections of Acts came into contact in Caesarea (Acts 
21:8f). This is, of course, little more than a guess, but it is 
not unplausible. 

1 Lukas der Arzt, pp. 111 f (Leipsic, 1906). 
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Note 1. A curious feature of L is that it offers many points 
of resemblance to the Fourth Gospel (“Jn contacts”). The fol- 
lowing are the most significant :— 


4: 29 f, cf Jn 8: 59. 

S3z-11, cf Jn er. 

6:36, ci, In 14 222: 

7: 36-38, cf Jn 11: 2, 12: 1-8. 

238-49, cf Jn 1rv1. 

16: 31, cf Jn 11: 44-47. 

22:3, ci-[n-13 27: 

22:32, cf Jn 21: 15-18. 

22:34, cf Jn 13: 38 (place of the scene). 


D. 00 St VB es Ee ae 
ke 
fe) 


IO. 22:47-51, cl Jn 18: 3-11. 

Eres 4s ct Jn rs. 38: 

1223 366, 23. cl fn 16 : 1-4. 

13-023 253; Ch Jn 19% 41: 

P44 ay ck [n 20% 12. 

15. 24:24, cf Jn 20: 3-10. 

16. The title «vptos for Christ in the Evangelist’s narrative. 
17. The interest in southern Palestine. 

18. The Jerusalem resurrection tradition. 

19. The non-appearance of exorcisms in the narrative (cf on 


Aks1s 12): 


These contacts point to some Jerusalem tradition that has 
reappeared in both Lk and Jn, Jn in some cases having a more 
primitive form (cf, e. g., on 5: 1-11). 

Norte 2. It has been argued frequently that Lk and Mt 
used different forms of Q, or (what comes to the same thing) 
that Lk used a combination of Q with L. This hypothesis 
would make the explanation of certain passages easier (e. g., 
722-10 or 18:1-8), but would increase the difficulty of ex- 
plaining others very considerably (e. g., 11: 37-52). The re- 
sults of the present commentary indicate that it is simplest to 
treat of Q and L as separate documents in Lk’s hands. But 
certainty on such a point is not attainable; Lk and Mt ap- 
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pear to have used the same text of Mk, but a document such 
as Q might be more susceptible of modification. 


UNCLASSIFIED MATERIAL 
The source of the following passages has not been identified: 


1. 6:46-49. House on the rock. 
2. 12:47-48. Unfaithful servants. 
3. 13:6-9. The barren figtree. 
4. 14:16-24. The great supper. 
5. 16:10-13. The test of fidelity. 
6. 18:1-5. The unjust judge. 
7. 19:39-40. Complaint of Pharisees. 
8. 20:34-36. The resurrection. 
g. 22:24-30. Reward of the Twelve. 
10. 22:35-38. Approaching stress. 
II. 24:36-49. Resurrection appearance in Jerusalem. 


ORAL TRADITION 


An appeal to fixed oral tradition has been found necessary in 
very few cases (e. g., 22:69), and the writer is disposed to re- 
duce the influence of such tradition to a minimum. 


THE LUKAN REVISION 


The analysis made thus far of Lk’s sources is a guide to his 
methods as an editor; it is rather idle to speak of a “plan” of 
the Gospel, for its construction was determined very largely by 
the order of the sources. As regards Mk, this is obvious. The 
non-Markan sources were doubtless used more freely, and there 
was a natural tendency to associate similar sections in Q and 
L, while Lk was often fond of juxtaposing contrasted passages. 
But he made no attempt to form such massive groups as those 
in Mt chs 5-7 or 24-25, and in only one instance (4: 16-30) is 
there evidence that he produced an important dislocation in- 
tentionally. 

His revision is rarely so complete as to eliminate all the pecu- 
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liar terminology of the originals, and many of the words in the 
Gospel are used only because they stood in the sources. This 
may easily be certified from a concordance; cf, e. g., dyedfeuv, 
ayvoeivy, ayopd, advvatos, aetds, axdOaptos, etc. Nor is his 
revision by any means consistent; a laborious correction at one 
point will be ignored or forgotten another time in exactly the 
same context (cf, e.g., 8:18 and 19:26). A close student of 
the Gospel may almost persuade himself that certain portions 
of the revision show weariness on Lk’s part. 

Lists of words and phrases characteristic of Lk’s style have 
been drawn up repeatedly, and the tables in HS and Cd deserve 
the student’s minutest attention, although they include as 
“Lukan” much that really belongs to L. In the present com- 
mentary the adjective “Lukan” (always in quotation marks) 
is reserved for terms belonging to the following list, which is 
probably full enough for all but the most detailed investigation. 
The classification is much the same as in the “L” table, al- 
though a special column headed “in Mk” (i. e., “added to Mk”’) 
was found advisable. The “Q context” column also includes 
some instances that in the L list would have been labelled 
“Dubious.” 

4€pa in the list denotes the combinations év ula Tav Huepav 
or év Tats nucpas tavTais. Kanrovpevos is counted when 
used with names or appellations. 

The data, when not clear from a concordance, can be checked 
from HS.1 

It will be observed that the distribution of these terms 
throughout the Gospel is fairly even, and that the occurrences 
are usually in proportion to the length of the sources (in the 
order L, Mk, Q). But a disproportionate number of the occur- 
rences of aye, amrayyédrev, SéecOar, Siaroyiopds, eEepye- 
cba. amd, Twapayyéddev, mapaxyphwa, @oel are found in a 
Markan context; this is partly due to the large amount of 
narrative in Mk. A similar disproportion of e@vae with dative, 


1 The differences between some of the totals given and those in HS are due to 
differences in the Greek text followed. Attention should be called to a misprint on 
p. 22 of HS; in the “Acts” column the figures for “76 before tts” are really those 
for “tod before infinitives.” 
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evoTriov, KaXovpmEVoS, dvduaTL, Tpdccew, Phua, ctv, TIs with 
noun, Tov with infinitive, and ®s occur in L sections; év@mvov 
and pijjua, however, seem to belong to L’s vocabulary also, 
while the numerous proper names in L explain Kadovpevos, 
dvépatt, and Tis. dmdpxew is the only word with unusual “Q 
context” occurrences, but this verb certainly belonged to Q’s 
vocabulary as well as to Lk’s. 

Attention is called to these terms as they occur in the Gospel, 
with the usual exception of 5é xaé, elzrey 6é, mpds, tis and the 
optatives. But (it is needless to say) the designation of a term 
as “Lukan” means only that it is in Lk’s style, not necessarily 
that Lk introduced it. 

The following peculiarities of Lk deserve special notice:— 
He is strongly inclined to generalize (Cd, pp. 115-117). He 
has a fondness for introducing a word, repeating it once or 
twice and then dropping it. A similar tendency will be found 
in the construction of his sentences and even of his paragraphs; 
he will repeat a phrase in its original wording very closely and 
he will relate two similar events in a similar form (Cd, p. 111). 
But he is too skilful to carry such repetition too far. Verbs 
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without expressed subjects are distasteful to him, and a con- 
siderable number of his revisions supplies the lack (Cd, pp. 
tso-151). He dislikes rhetorical questions (Cd, p. 82; but Cd’s 
extension of this dislike to other questions is hardly justified). 
He frequently connects two paragraphs with a transition ques- 
tion (Cd, pp. 121-122). The graceful quality of his Greek 
needs no comment, but anxiety for precision sometimes makes 
him prosaic (8: 18, 17: 24, etc). 

Lk’s preference for compound verbs (not necessarily a mark 
of the best Greek style) is entirely familiar; the tables in Cd, 
pp. 166-168, show the facts clearly enough (despite a few 
omissions). 

On Lk’s fondness for supplying concrete audiences at the 
beginning of his sections see Cd, pp. 119-121. 

Cd’s discussion of the “medical language” of Lk is probably 
final; no weight should be laid on linguistic matters to show 
that the Gospel was written by a physician. 

The Gentile character of Lk’s revision is not so clear as is 
often assumed. There are only two explicit references to con- 
version of the Gentiles, 2:32 and 24:47, and the former of 
these is conventionally Jewish. There are other more indirect 
references (3:6, 14:23, 16: 16-18, etc), but none of them is 
very far reaching, although Lk no doubt often saw references 
to the Gentile mission in passages where it is not necessarily 
implied (e. g., 7:9). But it is always to be noted that it is in 
Lk that the centurion dares to approach Christ only through 
Jewish intermediaries (7: 3-5), and that it is Lk’s version of 
the eschatological discourse that has nothing to say about Gen- 
tile salvation (21:13, 24f; cf commentary). I.e., Lk has in- 
troduced little modification of this sort into his sources, and 
to call his Gospel “Pauline” is simply untrue; it is vastly less 
so than Mk. 

The evidence that Lk was a Gentile lies in his omission of 
technically Jewish details (e. g., Mk 7: 1-23), the vagueness of 
his references to Palestinian geography, and his misunderstand- 


ings of Jewish law (6:1) or thought (12:4, contrast Mt 
10: 28). 
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THE GOSPEL 


The Gospel according to Saint Luke was written by a Gentile 
for Gentiles, but was compiled from Jewish sources, which the 
Evangelist has followed conscientiously. And none of these 
sources need have been written later than 65 A. D. This repre- 
sents about the extent of the information that can be compiled 
from the Gospel itself. Further facts about its date, the per- 
sonality of the Evangelist, etc, depend on the Book of Acts 
and can be discussed only in connection with the critical prob- 
lems of the latter work. 

The earliest references to the Gospel by name are those in 
the Muratorian Fragment and in Ireneus (cf, especially, III, 
xiv, 3). 


LITERATURE 


For the purposes of the present volume it has seemed best to 
limit constant references to the standard commentaries, as a 
fairly thorough analysis of the opinions of something over a 
dozen specialists should be enough to orientate the student as 
to the more prominent points of view. The indebtedness of 
this book to the work of Bernhard Weiss is evident on every 
page; Dr. Weiss was tenacious of opinions formed in his earlier 
years but no more conscientious and detailed work has ever 
been done on the Gospels. His genius was fully inherited by 
his son, Johannes Weiss, whose premature death in 1914 was 
an irreparable loss to New Testament scholarship. In the field 
of exposition proper he ranks with the very first, even though 
his views in matters of literary criticism have failed of accep- 
tance. Of the three editions of his Schriften, the first is the full- 
est; in the third the late Wilhelm Bousset added a few brief 
notes representing a very different point of view. 

Dr. Holtzmann’s work on Lk is the least satisfactory part of 
his commentary, as he treated the Lukan problems as mere 
appendages of those in the other Gospels. But his powers of 
compression were marvellous. In form Dr. Klostermann’s work 
seems to have been designed to succeed Holtzmann’s, but it is 
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more of a repository of opinions in which the author’s own con- 
clusions are not always given. Dr. H. Gressmann has contrib- 
uted to it many valuable notes on Aramaic matters. 

The small dimensions of Wellhausen’s commentaries are no 
measure of their value and the modern statement of problems 
in the study of the Gospels is in large measure due to his influ- 
ence. Dr. Loisy in his elaborate earlier commentary was prone 
to follow Holtzmann and Wellhausen while in the parables his 
exposition was often simply that of Jiilicher. On his more 
recent book see below. 

Dr. Plummer’s St. Luke represents the finest type of the 
commentaries of the older school, rich in linguistic, grammatical 
and theological explanation. Dr. Zahn and Pére Lagrange have 
written massive volumes of great learning and extremely con- 
servative conclusions; dignified statements of the traditional 
Protestant and Roman Catholic standpoints respectively. 

Dr. Jiilicher’s classic work on the Parables is still of great im- 
portance. Although Dr. M’Neile’s commentary is on Mt it is 
equally of importance for the student of Lk; it is certainly the 
best Gospel commentary in English. Strack & Billerbeck’s 
monumental work is absolutely indispensable and its enormous 
dimensions should not discourage the student. 

The most recent significant work in the Synoptic field has 
been along the lines of “form criticism”; the study of the sep- 
arate sections of the Gospels with a view to their literary classi- 
fication, in the expectation that such study will reveal some- 
thing about their origin! But it has not seemed wise in the 
present commentary to enter at much length into the problems 
thus raised, for to have done so would have increased the 
length of this volume considerably, while the added discussions 
would have turned about many questions that are often capa- 
ble of only the most subjective answers. In fact as an historical 
tool “form criticism” does not appear to be realizing the hopes 
of its advocates; the method by itself is incapable of distin- 
guishing, for instance, between a popular legend and an account 


1 An excellent survey of this work will be found in E. Fascher, Die formgeschicht- 
liche Methode (Giessen, 1924). 
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of a true event told in a popular form. The ablest proponent of 
this criticism is Dr. Rudolf Bultmann in his Die Geschichte der 
synoptischen Tradition (Gottingen, 1921), but the student will 
find that his historical conclusions are really independent of 
his literary analysis. However, Dr. Loisy in his 1924 work has 
accepted most of Dr. Bultmann’s results and combined them | 
with a theory of his own which finds the origin of the Synoptic 
sections in liturgical practice. In this way he arrives at highly 
radical findings, dating Lk as late as A. D. 130 and holding its 
value as a source for the actual sayings and works of Christ to 
be of the slightest. An adequate treatment of this attitude 
cannot be given in the following pages and so all mention of it 
is excluded. But the references to his earlier book have been 
allowed to stand, even though Dr. Loisy’s attitude in most 
instances is now different. 

A full bibliography of the literature on Lk prior to 1918 will 
be found in J. Moffatt, An Introduction to the Literature of the 
New Testament, 3rd ed. (Edinburgh and New York, 1918), 
especially on pp. 177-9, 261-2, 623-9. Among the later lit- 
erature there may be added: 

S.C. Carpenter. Christianity according to St. Luke. London, 
IgI9Q. 

H. McLachlan. St. Luke: The Man and his Work. Man- 
chester, 1920. 

A. M. Perry. _ The Sources of Luke’s Passion Narrative. Chi- 
cago, 1920. 

G. MacKinlay. Recent Discoveries in St. Luke’s Writings. 
London, 1921. 

L. Ragg. St. Luke. London, 1922. 

M. Goguel. Les Evangiles Synoptiques. Paris, 1923. 
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THE MOST FREQUENTLY CITED NEW TESTAMENT 
MANUSCRIPTS 


In the following list the parentheses give the name or place of 
the manuscript, followed by a Roman numeral indicating its 
approximate century. 

8 (Sinaiticus, iv-v). 3 (Athos, ix-x). 4 (Kosinitsa, x). 

A (Alexandrinus, v). B (Vaticanus, iv). C (Ephraem, v). D 
(Beza, v—-vi). E (Basileensis, vii-viii). F (Boreelianus, ix). 
G (Seidelianus I, x). H (Seidelianus II, ix-x). K (Colber- 
tinus, ix). L (Regius, viii). M (Campianus, ix). N (Pur- 
pureus, vi). P (Wolfenbiittel, vi). Q (Wolfenbiittel, v). 
R (Nitriensis, vi). S (Rome, dated 949). T (Borgianus, v). 
Ti (Paris, ix [Vote: This symbol should not be confused with 
the abbreviation Ti for Tischendorf]). U (Nanianus, ix-x). 
V (Moscow, ix). W (Washingtoniensis or Freer, v). X 
(Munich, x). 

T (Oxford and Petersburg, ix-x). A (Sangallensis, ix-x). @ 
(Koredethianus, viii). A (Oxford, ix-x). & (Zacynthius, 
viii). II (Petersburg, ix). Y (Athos, viii-ix). © (Athos, 
viii). 

1 (Basel, xii). With this manuscript are closely allied 22, 118, 
131, 209, and others; together they make up the “1- 
family.” 

Ferr = ‘“Ferrar group,” about a dozen manuscripts of which 
the most important are 13 (Paris, xiii), 69 (Leicester, xv), 
124 (Vienna, xii), and 346 (Milan, xii). 

33 (Paris, ix-x). 157 (Rome, xii). 565 (Petersburg, ix-x). 579 
(Paris, xiii). 


SYRIAC 


sys (Sinaitic, iv). syc (Curetonian, v). syp (Peshitto; a version 
made ca. A. D. 430). syh (Harkleian, a version made A. D. 
508). syj (Jerusalem, a version earlier than the Harkleian). 
syd (Syriac Diatessaron). 
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LATIN 


a (Vercellensis, iv). a: (Curiensis, v-vi). b (Veronensis, v). 
c (Colbertinus, xii). d (Beza, v-vi). e (Palatinus, v [almost 
always cited under the inclusive symbol af; see p. xiii]). £ (Brixi- 
anus, vi). ff, (Corbeiensis II, v). gi (Sangermanensis I, 
viii). gz (Sangermanensis IT, x). i (Vindobonensis, v-vi). 
1 (Rehdigeranus, vii). q (Monacensis, vi-vii). r (Usserianus 
I, vi-vii). s (Milan, vi). 

These manuscripts taken together are the lat vet (Old Latin). 
With the exception of e they are included as “it.” 

vg = The Vulgate. 

lat = the Latin testimony as a whole. 

latt = several Latin manuscripts. 


COPTIC 
sa = Sahidic. bo = Bohairic. 


The Books of the Bible are cited as follows: Gen, Ex, Lev, Num, 
Deut, Josh, Jgs, Ruth, Sam, K, Chron, Ezra, Neh, 
Esth, Job, Ps, Prov, Eccl, Cant, Isa, Jer, Ezk, Dnl, Hos, 
Joel, Amos, Ob, Jonah, Mic, Nah, Hab, Zeph, Hag, Zech, 
Mal. 

Mt, Mk, Lk, Jn, Acts, Rom, Cor, Gal, Eph, Phil, Col, Thess, 
Tim, Tit, Philemon, Hbr, Jas, Pet, Jn, Jude, Rev. 

In the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha: Esd, Tobit, Judith, 
Wisd, Sir (Sirach = Ecclesiasticus), Macc, Enoch, Jub 
(Jubilees), Test (Testaments of the XII Patriarchs), Ps. Sol. 
(Psalms of Solomon). 

References to the Talmud and Mishnah are self-explanatory. 


Antt Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews. 

BJ Josephus, Wars of the Jews. 

References to Josephus are by paragraph, as well as by book, 
chapter and section. 


Other abbreviations are: 
m or mg. Margin. 


xl INTRODUCTION 


non mg. Not so in the margin. 

exc. except. 

*, So in the original manuscript, which some scribe has al- 
tered at this point. 

e, ‘The reading of the scribe in the above case. 

cf. Compare. 

om. Omit. 

Ta. ‘Tatian. 

Ko. The “Syrian” text. 


THE GOSPEL 
ACCORDING TO ST. LUKE 


CHAPTER I 


1-4, The Preface. The Gospel begins in common Helle- 
nistic fashion with an explanation of its purpose; it was written 
to give a certain Theophilus accurate knowledge of “the facts 
in which he had been instructed.” But, of course, no book was 
ever written for the sole benefit of the person named in its 
dedication, and Theophilus was only a single representative of 
the class to whom Lk wished to appeal. On this preface cf espe- 
cially Cadbury in Foakes-Jackson & Lake, The Beginnings of 
Christianity, ii, pp. 488-510 (1922). K gives examples of similar 
prefaces. 

The phrasing is a model of graceful modesty. Lk had exerted 
himself to obtain accurate information, without which he would 
not have dared write. But even this knowledge would not have 
led him to undertake such a responsible task, had not the ex- 
ample of others emboldened him. What they had done, he felt 
he might do also, and he sets himself and his work by their 
side. Otherwise he suppresses his own personality and even his 
own name, to let what he has to relate speak for itself. 

1. There is no suggestion of blame in “take in hand,” and 
Lk makes no distinction between the quality of his predecessors’ 
work and that of his own («amol). He would scarcely have 
written, to be sure, had he not believed he could improve on 
their accounts, but this belief is expressed in the text only by 
“the certainty” inv. 4. memAnpopopnpévor, “completed”; the 
events of Christ’s life had been brought to a close!; Z, K include 
the events of Acts also. €v mtv, “among us Christians’’; Christ 
had lived and taught in public, but His followers had come to 
think of His words and acts as their own peculiar possession.? 
érreOntrep, avatdooew and Si7jynous here only. 


vy. 1. ! This participle puzzled the Fathers (cf Z) and the translators; sa has 
‘‘which were accepted among us.” 2 But the curious phrase led to omitting ev in 
WE al syp. 
I 
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2. “Who... word!” denotes a single class, the apostles (Acts 
1:21; Jn 15:27). It is quite true that they were not eye- 
witnesses of the events in chs 1-2 (Z), but Lk does not imply 
that they were his only source of information. The language is 
the technical terminology of early Christianity; Christians owed 
their conversion to “the ministers of the word (= ‘Gospel’),” 
who as apostles were eyewitnesses of the facts related. Their 
version of these facts was “tradition” (1 Cor 11: 23, 15:3), 
and this tradition was the norm for all attempts “to draw up 
a narrative.2” “The beginning,” consequently, is “the begin- 
ning of the Ministry.” From the contrast between v. 1 and v. 2 
it would seem to follow that the teaching of the apostles was 
entirely oral (so usually), but, even if this is Lk’s meaning 
(questioned by W, Hz), the statement may not be wholly accu- 
rate. avtomrns here only. 

8. “From the first” (&v@ev) includes (emphasizes?) the 
contents of chs 1-2 and so really is in contrast to “from the 
beginning,” although Lk may not have designed this contrast. 
KabeEHs (epeEfs is more usual) means “in chronological order” 
in its other.(4) occurrences in Lk. So this is its probable mean- 
ing here (W, Z); cf Introduction on Lk’s treatment of the order 
of his sources. If “Theophilus” were only a symbolic name 
(Origen, etc), Lk would hardly have prefixed “most excellent” 
(used elsewhere only for the procurators Felix and Festus). In 
fact, the use of this title instead of (say) “beloved” makes 
JW, Z think that Theophilus was not yet fully converted. But, 
even if this is true, it is needless to argue that the absence of 
the title in Acts 1:1 shows that he was baptized before Acts 
was dedicated. 

4, wept dv KatnxnOns Adywv is best resolved as Tepl TOY 
Adyov ods KatnyHOns (Acts 18:25). If Theophilus was not 
yet baptized, he was at least undergoing preliminary instruc- 
tion. The “words” are the separate parts of “the word” in 
v. 2 (W). 


v. 2. 1C reads yevouevou (“the Logos who came”); I"X omit the participle. 
? Hence the perfect in “KIT al. 
v. 3. 1b q vg (MSS) go have the natural gloss “mihi et spiritui sancto.” 
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(1-4) Of these many “narratives,” two may doubtless be identified 
as Mk and L. Q may perhaps be a third, although Q was perhaps 
not a Shynots meayudtwy. But these three sources could not be 
called “many,” and the others must have been lost (the reason for 
their non-survival is not a profitable subject of speculation). 

The attracted ¢ in v. 4 is the only “Lukan” term. 


5-25. The Annunciation to Zacharias. 

5. Lk uses “Judea” here in the sense of “Palestine,” and 
takes for granted that his readers will understand that “Herod” 
was the first king of this name. Taken for granted, also, is a 
knowledge of the division of the priests into “courses” (the 
word here and in v. 8 only). There were twenty-four of these 
“courses,” that of Abijah being the eighth, according to the 
Old Testament (1 Chron 24:10). And in New Testament days 
the same number of courses bearing the same names was still 
in existence, although their relation to the older courses is dubi- 
ous. A (corrupt?) passage in Josephus (Apion, II, vii [108]) 
speaks of only four families of priests, each containing over 
5,000 men. And according to Tosef. Taanith 2: 1, Jerus. Taanith 
IV, 68a, etc, the ancient course of Abijah with others had been 
extinct since the Captivity and was replaced by a new one 
formed out of one of the four families of Ezra 2: 36-39. Details 
in SB, GJV, ii, 286. “Daughter of Aaron” need not mean 
more than “of priestly family,” but Ls suggests that the phrase 
may imply a descent of Elizabeth through some especially 
aristocratic line. She is named for Aaron’s wife in Ex 6: 23 
(Vae2N). 

6. The righteousness of the aged pair is insisted on with the 
fullest Jewish emphasis.! P objects that “no one is sinless,” 
but this imports a Christian viewpoint into the text; to Jews 
the only “sins” were transgressions of “the commandments 
and ordinances” (JW). 

8. For the duties of the priests and the assignment of the 
courses cf, e. g., GJV, ii, 286 ff, or (very fully) SB. In (later?) 


v. 5. 1So sys. 

v. 6. sys even adds “according to their whole life.” Before tov Qeov Ti, WH, 
Ws, Sdm have evavttoyv (BRWC*¥X lat (exc af f)); Sd reads evwmtoy (Ko al). 

vy. 7. Ws omits and WH bracket the article before HaAerGaBet_ (om BW Ferr al). 
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theory, each course came on duty twice a year, for a week each 
time, while at the great festivals all the priests served. But 
any computation of the date of Zacharias’ vision from the rota- 
tion of the courses is futile. vav7e in Acts 8: 21 (7: 10?) only. 
ieparevew only here. 

9. The chief task of the officiants on ordinary days was to 
offer the morning and evening sacrifices (Ex 29: 38 ff), accom- 
panied each time by incense (Ex 30: 7 f) burned on the golden 
altar in the Holy Place (vads). There is nothing in the present 
narrative, however, to indicate whether the morning or the 
evening is thought of. “According to the custom” belongs with 
this verse and not with v. 9, where it would be superfluous. 
The Mishnah (Yoma 2, etc) states that the various parts in 
the service were assigned by lot, but no priest (except in case 
of emergency) might offer incense twice in his lifetime; very 
full details of the ceremonial in SB. In Attic €X\aye would have 
been followed by an accusative. e’oeXOev is loosely appended 
without grammatical structure (“pendant nominative”). ‘epa- 
tela only in Hbr 7:5. Ovpsdv here only. 

10. The smoke of the incense was a signal for all to pros- 
trate themselves in prayer (cf Rev 8: 3). 

11. The priest was accompanied into the Holy Place by an 
assistant, but the latter withdrew before the incense was placed 
on the coals (Ls misunderstands). So Zacharias could receive 
the angelic message undisturbed. The “right” side of the altar 
was the appropriate place for a supernatural manifestation; as 
the Temple faced west, the south side seems to be meant. 
Curiously enough, Jewish tradition has little to say of angelic 
appearances in the Temple, but cf Antt XIII, x, 3 (282-3), 
Jerus. Yoma, V, 42c (in SB). 

12. The “fear” caused by the vision of the celestial mes- 
senger' needs no explanation; it should not be analyzed too 
closely into “a feeling of personal guilt” or the like. 

13. As Elizabeth was past childbearing, W, Hz?, P argue 
_ that Zacharias’ prayer could not have been for offspring. Hence, 
they argue, this prayer must refer to the people’s (unmentioned) 


v. 12. 1] sysp supply an object (“the angel,” or “him”) after t5wyv. 
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Temple petition for Messianic deliverance. But this is surely 
too rigorous. Ls, Z think of Zacharias’ prayers in the past; JW, 
K (most naturally) that the narrative does not reflect on the 
difficulty. The name ‘Iwdyns (J301*, Aramaic }39) is given 
its etymological significance, “ Jahweh is gracious.” 

14. “He shall be joy and gladness to thee” is a conceivable 
translation, but the usual rendering is much more natural. Z 
wishes to start a new sentence (continued in v. 15) with “and 
many”; this is possible but not important. The “joy at his 
birth” is of course later joy that such a man was born. The 
narrative thinks of joy at seeing the precursor of the Messiah 
and not merely at the appearance of a prophet (against P). 

15. “Before the Lord,’” “in Jahweh’s estimate” (contrast 
vv. 17, 19). The prohibition of “wine and strong drink”’ is, to 
be sure, not quite the same as the injunction (Num 6: 1-8) 
laid on Nazirites (W, Z, K), but the Baptist is probably thought 
of as a Nazirite (Hz, JW, Ls). ofkepa, “strong drink” here 
only; the word is a transliteration of the Aramaic S12 
(Hebrew 12%). When used (as here) together with “wine,” 
it denotes any intoxicating liquor not made from grapes (such 
as cider or beer); it does not mean “spirits” specifically. “Yet 
from? his mother’s womb” may imply prenatal sanctification 
(JW, Z, K; cf vv. 41-44), or the whole phrase may mean simply 
“at and from birth” (so usually). Cf critical note. 

17. avrds here and in v. 22 has no special emphasis (against 
W). Here “before” means “in advance of”; “he shall precede! 
him like a herald.”” In the context, “his” must take up “God” 
(v. 16); Lk naturally thought of “God working in Christ” 
(W, Hz, P), but the language may also represent the common 
expectation that God would bring the Kingdom in Person. The 
prediction is based on Mal 4: 5 f and identifies the appearance 
of the Baptist with the promise there, but it does not quite say 
that the Baptist would actually be Elijah.2 “In the spirit of 


v. 15. !Ws, WHm, Sd (in brackets) insert tov before xuetov (the evidence is 
complicated and such articles follow no rule). ev (W latt sy) is a simplification. 

v.17. !WHm reads mpoceAcucetat (B*CLV al), probably a mere mistake (Ws). 
2 B*8WL (Ti, WH) treat Hdeta as indeclinable. 
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Elijah” “inspired by the same Spirit that gave revelation to 
Elijah”; this use of “in” seems to have been originally local. 
“Power” in Christian terminology might very well mean 
“miraculous power” (Ls), but there is no evidence that the 
Baptist was ever thought a miracle worker; “power of word” 
is enough (so usually). “Toturn.. . children” is probably an 
incomplete quotation meaning only “he will re-establish the 
fundamental family relations” (as the basis of all morality); 
the parallel clause “and the hearts of the children to their 
fathers” is doubtless to be taken for granted (so usually). Z, 
however, renders “he will teach the older generation to under- 
stand the religion manifested in the new’’; Ls, “he will lead 
the fathers to forgive the children by making the children peni- 
tent” (!). “Disobedient” brings in a wider reference to the 


_ whole people, who disregard God. ppornats, strictly speak- 


% ing, is “disposition” (W, Z) rather than “wisdom,” but this 


rendition may be too rigid. In “the just” Hz, Ls think of the 
patriarchs and the prophets, but the word should not be spe- 
cialized too closely. “To prepare,” etc, is a separate part of 
the prediction (so usually), not a general summary. 

19. Here “before” means “in the presence of.” Gabriel is a 
throne angel and, as such, had the very highest rank (Mt 18: 10). 


‘The narrator here may or may not have thought of Gabriel as 
‘one of seven throne angels (Tobit 12: 15). 


20. Zacharias’ doubt receives its punishment. Note the loose 
use of es, 

21. The task of placing incense on the coals took only a 
moment but the narrative does not seem to reflect that this 
dialogue would have taken little longer; W suggests (needlessly) 
that this is only a summary of a more extended conversation. 
The priest who offered the incense joined in a solemn blessing 
that was pronounced at the end of the service, according to 
Tamid 7; 2 {. 

22. “To speak” perhaps refers to this blessing, which Zach- 
arias could not utter. How his vision was deduced from his 


v. 21. For xeocdoxwy 1 has re0doxwy, and D xpooSexouevoc. BW YL (WH, 
Ws) place autoy at the end. D has the curious reading emt tw vaw. 
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conduct is not explained, unless the last clause gives the reason 
(“gestures of terror and exorcism,” W). Svavedwv here only. 

23. The period of officiating was completed at the beginning 
of the next Sabbath. Zacharias’ home was outside Jerusalem 
(v. 39). 

24, This verse prepares for the sign in v. 36. Elizabeth sought 
seclusion for thanksgiving and prayer (so usually); there was 
no reason for “shame” (against Hz, K; cf v. 58). By v. 40 this 
seclusion was gained in her own home. The “five”? months sim- 
ply prepare for v. 26 (cf v. 56); P gives a very curious explana- 
tion. mepixpvrrey here only; it is thus far unknown in earlier 
writers. 

25. 57 may be recitative, but it is most easily taken as causal 
(so usually).1 The narrative does not relate that Zacharias had 
told his wife anything of the angel’s promise, although of course 
he might have written out the story. éfopay only in Acts 4: 29. 
overdds here only. 


(5-25) For the L vocabulary cf évayttoy in v. 6, éyéveto év t@ with 
a finite verb in v. 8, xat& 1d #80¢ in v. 9, dénotc in v. 13, Etomdterv 
in v. 17, xat adtés in vv. 17, 22 (followed by 7% and a participle in 
v. 22), éyéveto @¢ with finite verb in v. 23, and muwxAdvar (tem- 
poral) in v. 23. The thoroughly Jewish character of the narrative 
requires no comment; it is especially obvious in the amount taken 
for granted (especially in vv. 9, 17). To L’s readers the Baptist was 
evidently an object of interest and affection; contrast the attitude in 
ME (and even Mt). 

(5) W thinks that éyéveto ...’IouSata¢ is an introductory clause 
added by Lk, but there is no particular evidence of this. There is no 
reason to question the tradition of the names of the Baptist’s parents, 
especially as neither name has symbolic meaning. Hz, Ls, indeed, 
suggest that it is curious to find in “Mary” and “Elizabeth” the 
names of Aaron’s sister and wife both, but this is of no particular 
importance. And it is not remarkable that a woman of priestly line 
should bear the name of her most celebrated ancestress (JW). dvéuate 
is ‘“‘Lukan.” (6) The verse may or may not contain a reminiscence of 
Gen 17:1, but nothing could be more thoroughly un-Pauline. (7) Cf 
Gen 18:11. (9) There is a very obvious parallel in Dul 9: 21, which 
v. 19 makes even more complete. The anacolouthon in eiceAOoy... 


v. 25. NWCD al omit the article before xuptos (so Ti, WH non mg). 113 even 
omits it. 
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xuptou is an insufficient reason to think the clause a Lukan gloss (against 
W). (10) Aas is “Lukan.” (13) Cf Dnl 1ro:12. (14) elvar with 
the dative is “Lukan.” (15) The reminiscence of Jgs 13 : 4 f is obvious, 
but it would scarcely have occurred without a good tradition that the 
Baptist was a Nazirite (J}W). @c may be an addition of Lk’s in view 
of vv. 41-44 (W?, JW); without it the sense is much clearer and the 
parallel to Jgs 13:5 closer. évebmtov is classified as ““Lukan,” but the 
repetition of the word in different meanings (vv. 17, 19) is not like 
Lk; it doubtless occurred in L also (note the Hebraistic usages). (17) 
Aabs is “Lukan.” (18) Cf Gen 15:8; 18:11f. (19) elayyertCecbar 
is “Lukan.” (20) Cf Dnl 10:15, Gen 18: 14. (21) Cf exegetical note. 
abs again appears. (25) Cf Gen 30: 23. 

The story told in this section is one that lies beyond the reach of 
historical criticism; something that is true also of most of the material 
in chs 1-2. Little is gained for apologetic purposes by arguing (with 
W, e.g.) that an inner experience of Zacharias was clothed by a later 
narrator in the language of Old Testament angelic manifestations. 
For the critical literature on chs 1-2 cf especially K; H. Gressmann, 
Das Weihnachis-Evangelium (G6ttingen, 1914) is particularly worth 
study. 


26-38. The Annunciation. 

26. Gabriel’s identity is taken for granted, although he does 
not declare his name to Mary. 

27. No reader would naturally connect “of the house of 
David” with anything but “Joseph,” especially as “the vir- 
gin’s” and not “her” follows (against W). Cf on v. 36. pvy- 
otevew in 2:5, Mt 1:18 only. 

28. No mention of a house or room was thought necessary 
before ‘enter in,” as the angelic manifestation would naturally 
occur in private. Keyapetwuévn = “endued with God’s grace” 
(not “favor”)!; cf Sir 18:17, Eph 1:6. After “the Lord” scl 
“Gs” (so usually). JW, Ls prefer “be” but the angel has come 
to declare a fact, not to express a hope for it. 

29. Mary, unlike Zacharias, is not terrified at the angel’s 


v. 26. Ko (with C 33 DA al) has uno for amo. D omits y ovowa Natapet (why?). 

v. 28. There was a natural tendency to expand this greeting from v. 42 (CDA 
Ko lat al). 565 A read ebnyyeAtcato autny etmwy. Most MSS introduce o 
ayyedos before etxey (Ti, with A minn latt syp) or before meog (CDA Ko); 
om BWL sa bo ral &. ‘plena gratia in acd f fifo vg (cf syp) is a very fair 
translation; cf gratificata in af g. 


ei” hil 
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appearance.' But she is troubled by the message, which implies 
that some unknown destiny is in store for her. Scatapdocev 
here only. 

30. Gabriel immediately reassures her; the destiny is glorious. 
“To find favor” is a very common Old Testament phrase 
qn N3D, Gen 6: 8, etc), without technical significance. 

31. This verse is simply Isa 7:14, put into the second person 
and with “Jesus” in place of “Immanuel.” The narrative does 
not doubt that the correct meaning of YIM is “Jahweh is 
salvation.” 

32-33. The promise begins as in v. 15 and continues with a 
combination of 2 Sam 7: 14¢ and Isa 9: 7, the whole forming a 
typical expression of the Messianic hope of the period. “Son, 
of the Most High” here means only “specially chosen and en- 
dowed by God.” The Messiah is born a human being, but at 
the coming of the Kingdom he, like his subjects, will be trans- 
formed (cf 1 Cor 15: 51) and receive immortality. So he will 
reign forever (cf Test. Levi 18f, etc). Lk must have inter- 
preted this promise very broadly and “spiritually,” as it did 
not represent his own theology at all. 


“His father David” takes up “of the house of David” in .2 
v. 27; it was through Joseph and not Mary that the Davidic 2~ 


descent of Christ was traced. But see critical notes. 

34. The difficulty of this question! is universally recognized, 
for the allusion to Joseph in v. 32 would naturally imply that _., 
the conception was to follow in the approaching marriage. ¢' 
And, despite Lg, no writer with a knowledge of Jewish psychol- : 
ogy could have thought of a vow of virginity on the part of a 
betrothed Palestinian maiden (though Ls thinks Lk may have 
had some such idea). Cf critical notes. 

35. “Holy Spirit” is impersonal and hardly different from 
“the power of the Most High”; the second clause simply re- 
peats the first in Hebraic parallelism (cf Acts 19: 38). To take , 
the second “holy” as predicative (“shall be called holy”) is 


v.29. 1Ko, with CA al, however, introduces tdo0uca, and latt substitute introitu 
for ext tw Aoyw. (The position of this last phrase varies elsewhere; C* omits it.) 

v. 34. 17a reads “no man has known me.” 

y. 35. C*al pl relieve the abruptness of yevywwevoy by adding ex cou. 
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phrase in v. 32. 


36. “Mary, who did not ask for one, receives a more gracious 


sign than Zacharias, who demanded it” (P). The sign is pri- 
marily confirmatory of the miraculous conception, something 
that would not normally be known for several weeks (against 
Ls). But, at the same time, it confirms the promise that the 
son so conceived would be Messiah. ovryyevs! and yipas here 
only; for the dative of the latter noun Attic would have written 
ynpai or yjpa. That Mary was a kinswoman of Elizabeth need 
not prove that she had no Davidic blood in her veins (W, P), 
but there is no explicit evidence for her Davidic descent. 


37. From Gen. 18:14, where “word” has the Hebraic sense, 


“thing!” But W, JW prefer to keep the usual meaning here, 


_rendering “no word of God is devoid of power. 


2°? Lk’s readers 


‘would probably have assumed the latter meaning. avvareiv 
in Mt 17: 20 only. 


38. Hz, Ls (following the older commentators) regard “be it 


unto me” as marking the moment of conception. But this 
would probably have been indicated more explicitly (JW). 


(26-38) The intimate connection of this section with the following 
shows that it was an integral part of L, even though the vocabulary 
evidence is slight. But BactAebery (v. 33) occurs elsewhere in Lk only 
in 19:14, 27 (both L) and in all three cases is followed by éxt with the 
accusative (an unclassical construction). And with ovyyevls (v. 36) 
cf cvyyevebs in 2:44, ovyyévetx in v. 61 (also in Acts 7:3, 14, in 
St. Stephen’s speech), and ovyyevns in v. 58, 2:44 (text?), 14:12 
(all L; also in 21: 16 and Acts 10: 24). The Hebraic tone (apart from 
v. 350) throughout is as obvious as are the delicacy of treatment and 
the reserve. And the phrasing of vv. 32 f must have been archaic even 
in the narrowest Jewish-Christian circles of Palestine. 

The only really discussible critical questions arise in connection 
with vv. 34f, which are so difficult that many writers think them a 


v. 36. WH, Ws read cuvetAngey with BNWL sa bo minn & lat sy; Ti, Sd 


have ovyethyguia. 'Most MSS have ovyyevns; sydp translate “sister.” 


v. 37- 1So understood in the reading napa tw Oew (x°CA Ko), or without napa 


(minn latt sy). ®C£D, nav enna mapa tou Ocov. 


126-38 It 


gloss by Lk on an older narrative, if not actually a later addition to 
Lk’s text. The chief arguments are: 

1. The force of “son of God” in v. 35 belongs to Greek thinking, not 
to Jewish. 

2. The mention of David in wv. 27, 32 is pointless, if Joseph (of 
whom alone Davidic descent is asserted) was not Christ’s father. 

3- The question in v. 34 has no motive. 

4. If vv. 34f are cancelled, the story still makes sense. So Hz, JW, 
Ls and various special writers. 

The point in the first of these objections is well taken and is admitted 
even by W; Jews did not think of a “son of God” in this sense. Con- 
sequently the words “‘wherefore . . . God” are doubtless to be re- 
garded as an (easy) addition by Lk or some later interpolator. But 
no other cancellation of matter in vv. 34 f seems permissible. If both 
these verses are removed, v. 37 is really left without point, and Mary’s 
reply is given in a tone of singular resignation for so joyful a privilege; 
v. 38 is comprehensible only under the supposition of the hardships 
that would attend a virginal conception. And Elizabeth’s salutation 
in vv. 41-44 presupposes the Messiah as already in existence. Ls, JW, 
indeed, argue that vy. 39 originally contained a mention of Mary’s 
matriage to Joseph, but contrast, especially, Gressmann, p. 4o. 

W, to be sure, holds that v. 34 is an addition of Lk’s, but v. 35 is not 
smooth after v. 33. A simpler explanation of the difficulty in Mary’s 
question is that propounded by Gunkel (Zum religionsgeschichtlichen Ver- 
stindniss des NT, 1903, p. 67; cf K), who points out that the difficulty 
vanishes when the narrative is translated into Aramaic. For then the 
Greek futures become “‘imperfects,”’ without true time value, to be 
understood in the sense, “‘Thou art conceiving . . .,” “holy spirit is 
coming upon thee,” while the misapprehension of these imperfects by 
a Greek translator would be very natural. Civ. 20. This explanation 
makes the narrative self-consistent and brings it into agreement with 
vv. 41-44. It should be noted that the terminology is wholly Jewish; 
Ls does grave violence to the naive beauty of the language by inter- 
preting it physiologically. 

With regard to the Davidic descent of Christ, there can be no doubt 
that it was traced through Joseph. But with Jews a legal genealogy 
was not always physically exact. In the Levirate marriage, the child 
of a living man was counted as the ofispring of his deceased brother. , 
And the child of a wife was so consistently reckoned as the child of 
her husband that (in later times, at least), a man was not allowed to 
disinherit a bastard child of his wife’s, not even when its paternity was 
notorious (Yebamoth, ii, 15). So as Joseph became Mary’s husband 
before the Nativity, he became Christ’s legal father also. 

The above discussion, naturally, deals only with the self-consistency 
of the narrative. The facts related lie beyond historical criticism. 
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There seems to be no reason to question the tradition that makes 
the birth of Christ six months later than that of the Baptist. Certainly 
nothing appears to suggest any connection of these births with the 
solstices (against JW); any argument from the dates of the later Chris- 
tian festivals introduces a grave anachronism. 

Evidence for Lk’s revision of this section is scanty apart from v. 350. 
The only “Lukan” words are évfp in vv. 27, 34 (here with the force 
“husband” and necessary to the sense), equae in vv. 37f, and the 
special use of xxobwevos in v. 36. 


39-45. The Visitation. 

89. Owing to Elizabeth’s withdrawal (v. 25), Mary had 
heard nothing of the former’s good fortune. So she went? at 
once to verify the sign. “In these days?” seems to qualify this 
“haste” by intimating that some delay was unavoidable, but 
Lk is fond of this phrase and may use it without special signifi- 
cance. The “hill country of Judah” (dpecves in v. 65 only) is 
the highland lying south of Jerusalem around Hebron; Lk does 
not name the city where Zacharias dwelt. The distance from 
Nazareth was 80-100 miles. The narrator takes for granted 
that Mary found an escort. 

41. For oxiptay in this sense cf Gen 25:22. Movements of 
unborn children are very common but here supernatural influ- 
ence is of course thought of. 

42. The first effect of the Spirit was a loud outcry! (a€vagaveiv? 
here only). The two “blesseds” are best taken as acknowledge- 
ments, not as prayers (cf on v. 28); Elizabeth is supposed to 
have miraculous knowledge of the promise to Mary. 

43, After mdQev scl yéyovev. Lk naturally took “Lord” in 
its full Christian force, but to Elizabeth it would have been only 
a Messianic title. 

44, Cf on v. 41. 

45, drt may be either “because” (P, Z) or “that” (so usu- 
ally); the latter is perhaps more natural after “believe.” In 


v. 39. sys has “went up.” 228 2 Jat have exetvarc; I’ omits the whole phrase. 

v. 42. 1Ti, WH, Ws, Sdm have xeavyn (BWL 570 565 &); Sd (cf Z) has gwyn 
(most MSS). 2So the MSS that read xoavyn, with others (DA al); Sdm reads 
Se (NC 33 Ferr 157 al). (Sd’s arrangement of the evidence here is awk- 
ward, 


V. 44. 33 omits ev xyaAAtaoet, which &* minn add in y, 4r. 


es 
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either case, the meaning is “thy son will surely be Messiah.” 
There seems to be a contrast to Zacharias’ doubt in v. 20 (W). 
teXelwous in Hbr 7: 11 only. 


(39-45) From L; cf éyéveto &¢ (with finite verb) in v. 4x and 
edAoyety (twice) in v. 42. And Lk has oxtetaéy (vv. 41, 44) elsewhere 
only in 6: 23 (L). The Jewish outlook that takes 4 dpetvn for granted 
(v. 39) is also noteworthy. L may have given the name of the city in 
v. 39, for Lk frequently suppresses such details in Mk; Z’s suggestion, 
“a city (called) Jutta” is scarcely helpful. dvactéox and év... tabrate 
in this verse are “Lukan” additions, but the only other “Lukan” 
term in the section is > in v. 44. 

The chief difficulty in this account is that it attributes to the Bap- ,4 
tist’s mother a knowledge which the Baptist himself did not have. We 
The Synoptists (including Lk) represent John as preaching the ad- 
vent of the Messiah, but they do not represent him as acknowledg- 
ing Christ as this Messiah; if he had done so, he would of course 
have directed his disciples to submit themselves to Christ. But this 
did not take place; “disciples of John” and “‘disciples of Jesus” re- 
mained two sharply distinguished groups (5:33; 7:18) and Christ 
treated John as belonging to an older order (7: 28). John’s question) 
in 7: 19 does not look beyond bare possibility, and Christ’s answer was" 
evidently given without much hope of convincing the inquirer. 

But in L the distinction between “preaching the Messiah” and 
“preaching Christ” had become obscured, as was inevitable in Pal- 
estinian circles, and so the Baptist was made a direct precursor of 
Christ. Yet a tradition of his actual words was still fresh, and so 
explicit prediction of Jesus as Christ is reserved for Elizabeth. In the 
Fourth Gospel the Christianizing process has gone a stage further and 
the predictions are put into the Baptist’s own mouth, although even 
the Fourth Gospel contains reminiscences of the historic state of affairs 
(cE Jn £:31;-33¢; 3: 22-26). 

It would seem possible (though unprovable) that the “Mary” and 
“Elizabeth” cycles were of independent origin and that the present 
section is an attempt to unite them. This attempt would be assisted 
(and prompted ?) by a tradition of relationship between the two women. 


46-56. The Magnificat. 

Mary was given a sign by the angel. Now she has seen the 
sign, and it has been still further confirmed by the inspiration 
of Elizabeth. So, fully convinced that she is the mother of the 
Messiah, she pours forth her thanksgiving. 

This connection seems to settle that the correct reading in 
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v. 46 is “Mary,” against ab1 Niceta, de psalmodie bono, the 
MSS Claromontanus and Vossianus of Irenzus IV, vii, 1 (not 
III, x, 2), and the (Greek?) codices mentioned by Origen in 
In Luc vii. Superficially, indeed, “Elizabeth” seems the more 
natural reading. It is Elizabeth, not Mary, who has just (v. 41) 
been described as filled with prophetic inspiration. The paral- 
lelism with Zacharias’ song in vv. 67-79 would naturally sug- 
gest that the present hymn was uttered by Elizabeth. And the 
obvious reference to 1 Sam. 2: 1-10 might easily lead to think- 
ing that the Magnificat was the song of a woman like Hannah. 
Hence the change of “Mary” to “Elizabeth.” But if Lk had 
wished to give the hymn this ascription, he would have placed 
it after v. 25 (so usually, except Ls; Ls, K refer to the more 
important special discussions). 

Several strophic arrangements of the Magnificat are possible 
(cf especially Ls, K), but it is not clear that any of them is in- 


_tentional. The material is practically all drawn from the Old 


\\Y Testament, especially from Hannah’s song; P, K give conve- 


nient tables of the more important parallels. 

46-47. Cf 1 Sam 2:1. The second clause simply repeats the 
first in Hebrew parallelism; there is no distinction between 
“soul” and “spirit,” which here simply = “TI.’”? JW, Ls think 
the change in tense in Kal yyadXlacev represents an over-literal 
rendition of a Hebrew 1— consecutive construction; translate 
by the present. If the aorist is to be stressed, it must refer 
to the time of the Annunciation (W, Hz). “Saviour” is Mes- 
sianic, but is not to be specified too closely. For Qe6s owTnp cf 
Ps. Solas eran (Ph), 

48, Cf 1 Sam 1:11 and Gen 30: 13 (with “generations” in 
place of ““women’’). In the context “from henceforth’? must 
refer to vv. 42-44 (W, Z). maxapéCevv in Jas 5: 11 only. 

49. Cf Deut 10: 21, Ps 111: 9. God makes His name “holy” 
by saving His people (JW, Z); this is simpler than finding a ref- 
erence to God’s exaltation (Hz) or to His exclusive blessings on 
Israel (W). K suggests an original “(He whose name is holy 
hath magnified me.” 


v.49. Ti, WH, Ws have weyaha with BN*WLD* it vg; Sd prefers weyaActa 


(Ps 71: 19) with C al Ko. 


—_ 


SCE Ps t532 9, 

51. Cf Ps 89: 10. In the context the verbs must refer to the 
conception of the Messiah. God’s Anointed is in the world, 
even though not yet born, and the destruction of the powers of 
evil is so certain that it may be regarded as already accom- 
plished. The “proud” are the enemies of Israel, primarily the 
Romans and (perhaps) the Sadducees, but evil persons among 
the people would by no means be excluded. Sidvoa kapdias 
as in Gen 6:5, etc, “those whose heart has made them proud 
through its imaginings.” 

52-53. Cf 1 Sam 2:7, 5. The “humble” and the “hungry!” 
= “Tsrael,” or (rather) “the pious in Israel,’ as so often in the 
Old Testament (Ps 10: 2, 9, Isa 66: 2, Zeph 3:12, etc). The 
“good things” are the possessions of the Messianic age, whether 
spiritual or material. 


54, Cf Isa 41:8, Ps 118: 3. pvncOAvat (“so as to remember”) | 


is a very free use of the infinitive. 

55. The first clause is parenthetic (against P) and “toward 
Abraham” depends on “remember mercy.” With the recital of 
God’s primal promise the hymn comes to a close. 

56. Mary remains with Elizabeth! until just before the birth 
of the Baptist.? 


(46-56) From L; note db tod viv in v. 48, Zdeoc in vv. 50, 54, 
and the aorist yyncbqvar in v. 54. And note the attitude towards 
the “rich” and the “poor” in vv. 52-53. oly and OSxoctpégery in 
v. 56 are the only “Lukan” terms. 

With the exception of v. 48, the Magnificat is a Messianic psalm 
that might have been used by any Jew of the period (Hz, Ls). But Lk 
would not have adopted it if it had not come to him through a Chris- 
tian source. It was undoubtedly used in the Palestinian church; JW 


v. so. Liturgical influence wrought havoc with yevexs xat yeveas (so usually, 
with BWC*L latt vg). & Ferr al read yeveay xat yevexv; Ko has yeveag 
yevewy; sa 565 A ano yevexs ets yeveav; A, etc yeveas xat yevewy; sy has 
other variants. Sdm adopts all these forms. But the first is non-LXX and so 
“harder.” 

v. 53. 1!sys has “poor.” 

v.55. Sd adopts ews atwvog (CY minn al) because of its uniqueness. 

v.56. 4sysp inserts the name. 2 Ws suggests that sa D 6g latt omit we in order 
to make Mary present at the birth. 


1B 


a 
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notes the appropriateness to Palestinian hymnology of vv. 51 ff, which 
would be a description of Christ’s redemptive work. Cf, further, K. 
With regard to the authorship, the statement in v. 46 deserves respect, 
even though noted hymns are very commonly ascribed to noted figures 


in the past. 
W thinks that v. 55a is a Lukan addition, but an interpolator would 


have added this clause at the end. 


_ 57-66. The birth of the Baptist. 
Z. 4 57. The child was born about a month after the departure of 
Mary. 

58. For the first time the neighbors learn the reason of Eliz- 
abeth’s long seclusion, mrepéouxos here only. €weyaAvver . 

Nb avris is very Hebraistic. Contrast the use of peyanrvveiy in 
Sar 46. 

59. Cf Gen 17:12. In older times circumcision was performed 
by the head of a house or, in case of necessity, even by a woman 
(1 Macc 1: 60). But the scribes had developed a series of rules 
for the operation which could be known only by an expert (cf 
Mishnah, Shab. 19). That a son should bear his father’s 
name was not very common, although instances are known 
(e. g., BJ, IV, iii, 9 [160]); why the assumption was made in 
this case is not stated. é«d@Xour is inceptive or conative. 

60. The narrative does not explain how Elizabeth gained her 
knowledge of the name given by the angel in v. 13. W thinks 
that she chose it independently because of its appropriateness, 
P, Z, K? that Zacharias had communicated it to her in writing, 
Ls that her inspiration (v. 41) had revealed it to her, JW that 
the question did not occur to the narrator. 

61. ovyyéveia in Acts 7:3, 14 only. 

62. “Made signs” (€évévevoy; the verb here only) probably 
implies that Zacharias was deaf as well as dumb, but “the 
question is not worth the amount of discussion which it has 
received” (P, cf K). av Oédov represents a potential optative 
in direct discourse. 

63. The muvaxidvov' (here only) was doubtless a little tab- 


v. 63. Ti, Sd (errata) have to before ovoza (om BL minn &, WH, Ws), but the 
article was easily inserted. 1 mtvaxtd% in CoD. 
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let covered with wax. A¢yev? is Hebraistic (WON5). There 
is no point in stressing éoTuv$ (against W). 

64, “Tongue” after “opened” is somewhat loose! but the 
sense is plain. €AdXee is probably inceptive, “began to speak.” 

65. The “fear” is simply due to contact with the supernat- 
ural; Z thinks of dread at having rejected the name “John” (!). 
pywatat is best taken as “things” (so usually, against W). 
meptoixety here only. SvaAadetv only in 6:11. dpetvds as in 
We 30; 

66. For the (highly Hebraistic) first clause cf 1 Sam 21: 12. 
kat ydp,. “in addition to the signs at John’s birth, the child 
himself showed the tokens of divine protection.” 


(57-66) From L, cf the temporal myxAdvat in v. 57, ZAcog in v. 58, 
éyéveto with finite verb in v. 59, odyt &AAK in v. 61, and edAoyeiv 
in v. 64. And on ovyyevijs, cvyyévetx cf v. 36. The section other- 
wise presents no special critical problem and the reference to ‘the 
hill country of Judea” (v. 65) doubtless points to L’s source for the 
story (W, JW). Lk evidently has revised v. 62b (note td tf and the 
optative) and his hand is seen also in rapayequa (v. 64) and éyéveto 
éxt (v. 65). But the use of qua in v. 65 is hardly “Lukan.” 


67-80. The Benedictus. 

Lk does not say that this hymn was uttered at the time of 
John’s circumcision, and still less that it represents the contents 
of the blessing in v. 64. Again cf P, K for a list of the Old Tes- 
tament parallels. 

67. “Prophesied!” is used in a much wider sense than mere 


prediction. 
68. Cf Ps 41:13, etc, Ps 111:9. After “blessed” scl “be,” 


2Qm D minn af sys. *C al have ectat. 

v. 64. The closing words of v. 63 are transferred to the end of this verse in sys, 
connecting with v. 65. Dab read, “his tongue was loosed, and they were aston- 
ished, and his mouth was opened, and he spake, glorifying God, and great fear 
came upon all” (!). 42 minn sys have eAvOyn 0 deayog tov yAwoox (sys drop- 
ping “his mouth was opened”’). 

v. 65. 'navta before it is omitted by 8* L al; Ta sys omit mayta ta pnuata 
entirely (misunderstood ?). 

y. 66. 1The difficult yap is omitted in Ko, but is supported by BNWC*LD 
minn lat. D latt sys omit ny. 

v. 67. »The MSS have great trouble with its augment. 
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not “is.” The concept of redemption is much the same as in 
the Magnificat, but with greater emphasis on the ceremonial 
worship. AUVTpwots in 2: 38, Hbr g: 12 only. 

69. Cf Ps 132:17 and (especially) the 15th petition of the 
Sh’mone ‘Esre, “Cause the Branch of David thy servant to 
shoot forth, and exalt his horn through thy salvation.” The 
“horn” symbolizes victorious onslaught; the figure is that of 
fighting animals and has nothing to do with the horns of the 
altar as a place of refuge. 

70. Cf on v. ssa. ‘am’ ai@vos (Acts 3:21; 15:18 only) 
means “of old” (so usually); Hz renders “continually since the 
beginning of the world,” but this reads too much into the 
phrase. 

71. Cf Ps 106:10. “Salvation” is most easily construed in 
apposition to “horn” in v. 69. 

72. Cf Micah 7:20, Ex 2:24. For the infinitives cf on 
puno@hvat in v. 54. The “fathers” receive “mercy” when the 
Messianic kingdom is established; they appear to be thought of 
as alive and waiting. 

73. Cf Jer11:5. Opxov has been attracted out of the geni- 
tive by the following 6. 

74-75. Zacharias’ ideal for the future is quietistic and JW, 
K call attention to its modesty. Palestine will be devoted to 
the pure observance of the Law, free from the interference and 
defiling influence of Gentiles.1 “All our days?” need not of 
itself look forward to immortality (JW, K), but cf on v. 72. 
oowdTns in Eph 4: 24 only. 

76. Cf on v. 17. TpomropevoOat in Acts 7:40 only. To Lk 
the “Lord” was presumably Christ. 

77. The remission of sins in John’s baptism (cf on 3:3) was 


proof to the people that the final salvation was approaching. 


v. 68. W latt read tou Aaou. 

v. 69. Sd has tov before matdog (om BNWLD 565 minn). 

v.70. Ws has twy before at (om BRWL Ferr al). 

vv. 74-75. 1nwwy after exyBowy is omitted by BNWL 1 Ferr al af. 2%The dative 
of BWL 565 lat (exc a) (so WH, Ws, Z) is less likely to be a correction than the accu- 
sative (Ti, WHm, Sd). Ko adds ty Cwne. 

v. 76. BNW sa bo (WH, Ws) read evwrtoy; the other authorities have moo 
TEOCWTOU. 

v.77. n¥ov for autwy (CA al) is a moralizing change; W has autov. 


Ne 
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78. The construction of “because . . . mercy” is vague, but 
it is simplest with “go before” in v. 76 (W, P); cf critical note. 
“Bowels of mercy” = “merciful heart,” év ofs = “because of 
which.” The “dawn” of the Messianic age comes from “on 
high” (= “the zenith”), in contrast to earthly dawn which 
first appears on the eastern horizon (W). Z (cf K) renders 
“will look upon us, . . . dawn from on high,” but no reader 
would so understand it. K thinks the “Dawn” is the Messiah. 

79. Cf Isa g:1. “The light of the dawn will show men how 
to walk” (= “keep the Law”). 

80. The life of the Baptist is summarized so briefly as to give 
the impression that even his childhood was spent in the wilder- 
ness (so usually). But this may not be intentional. The “spirit” 
here is of course John’s. avaderts here only. 


(67-79) From L, cf Abtewots in v. 68, wtoety in v. 71, €Aecog and 
pyno0qvat in v. 72, EtomdCery in v. 76, oxAkyxvov and Zdeog in v. 78. 
Moreover, éxtoxéxtecfat in the sense of “favor” (vv. 68, 78) is 
found elsewhere in Lk only in 7:16 (L) and Acts 15:14; in the other 
(3) occurrences in Acts the meaning is different. ‘‘Lukan” terms are 
tod with the infinitive (vv. 74, 77, 70), Ads (vv. 68, 77), and évdbrtov 
(vv. 75 £), but the latter two words probably stood in L also. 

Cf on vv. 46-55. In the Benedictus only vv. 76f give the hymn 
any explicit reference to the Baptist, but these verses can be removed 
without harming the continuity; in fact, after this removal 8:& oxAdyyva 
loses its ambiguity. Hence JW, Ls regard vv. 76 f as a later addition; 
Ls thinks that these verses may come from the circle of the Baptist’s 
followers, JW that they represent a somewhat Christianized view of 
John. But even without vy. 76f the hymn refers too definitely to 
some concrete fact to be a mere general expression of Messianic hope. 

W, JW think that v. 70 is likewise a later addition, but this is not 
evident. Ls notes that v. 75 could not have been written after A. D. 70. 

(80) This verse continues v. 66 naturally and was doubtless the 
original conclusion of vv. 57-66. The last clause is perhaps Lk’s, to 
prepare for 3: 2. 

v. 78. Bx*W sa bo sy (WH, Ws, Sdm) read extoxeetat; L has eneoxetattat 
(sic). Otherwise exeoxetpato (asin v. 68). 
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CHAPTER II 


1-7. The birth of Christ. 

The historical facts relative to the census described in this 
section may be briefly stated. The evidence of Tertullian (adv. 
Marc. iv, 19) for the name “Sentius Saturninus” instead of 
“Quirinius” in v. 2 may be accepted without hesitation, de- 
spite the unvarying testimony of the manuscripts. Tertullian 
could have found the name only in his copy of the Gospel, for 
his faith in Biblical inspiration was such as to forbid his ques- 
tioning a fact related in the Bible, no matter what the external 
evidence might be. Moreover, his historical knowledge is no- 
toriously inaccurate; that he would have made special research 
into the administrative history of Syria is out of the question. 
Nor is there any reason to suppose that any of the copyists of 
Lk would have been much better informed than Tertullian; the 
evidence of Josephus (Amit XVIII, i, 1) and (perhaps) aid 
from oral tradition would render the change of “Saturninus” 
into “Quirinius” easily comprehensible, but the reverse change 
would have occurred only to a scribe with an intimate 
knowledge of Syrian history, together with precise informa- 
tion as to the date of Christ’s birth. And such scribes did 
not exist. 

With “Saturninus” the meaning of the much disputed 7p@Ty! 
becomes clear; contrast Acts 5: 37. 

Herod’s difficulties with Rome when Saturninus was legate 
are familiar (Antt XVI, ix [271-299]). He offended Augustus so 
gravely that the latter “treated him as a servant” and allowed 
Palestine to fall into grave disorder, “now that no one had 
power to govern.” Josephus passes lightly over this period and 
the means by which Herod obtained an (only partial) restora- 
tion to favor. But he mentions, incidentally (XVII, ii, 4 [42]), 
that one of the events of this period was a requirement that 
“all the people of the Jews” should swear allegiance to Czsar 


vv.1-2. !The addition of the article (Sd) was easier than its omission (BN* 
sa D@ minn). x* (Ti) has eyeveto rowty; D, EYEVETO ATOYEAPH TOWTYH. 
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and to Herod. Records were kept of those who took the oath; 
those who refused it (the Pharisees) were punished by a fine. 
I. e., there is definite evidence for an intrusion of Roman power 
into Palestine at the time of Sentius Saturninus, an intrusion 
that took no account of Herod’s privileges as rex socius. And 
there is definite evidence, also, for some sort of a census, even 
if this were only a “census of loyalty.” 

1. Lk’s assertion that the census in Palestine was part of a 
world-wide enumeration cannot be corroborated. If it is in- 
correct, ocouuévn! may be an exaggeration or a misunder- 
standing of an original y (= Palestine). Sdéyuwa represents a 
Latin placitum or decretum. 

2. Cf above. 

3-4. At the time of a Roman census, it was customary to 
issue proclamations requiring all travelers to return to their 
homes; for an example of such a proclamation cf Greek Papyri 
in the Brit. Mus., iii, p. 125. The object of this rule is self- 
evident, for schedules of property were drawn up where the 
tax was to be collected. Z thinks that this rule explains Joseph’s 
journey; although he had moved to Nazareth his landed property 
was still in Bethlehem. This is of course possible but it is ven- 
turesome and is not a natural interpretation of Lk, who seems 
to say that Joseph went to the city of David because he was 
descended from David. The implication is that all Israelites 
were to go to their ancestral homes! (so usually). And the fact 
is quite possible. If the census were only a “census of loyalty,” 
the records could have been kept anywhere; it would be quite 
like Herod’s skill in governing Jews to disguise the foreign na- 
ture of the command by an appeal to tribal patriotism. Nor 
would the lack of accurate genealogies produce any difficulty; 
there was probably no Jew that did not claim descent from 
some worthy of the past, and there was no reason to scrutinize 
such claims too closely. If the census were appointed near the 


1syp has ‘‘all the people of his rule.” 

vv. 3-4. ltexutov (BX°WLD&) is certainly right against «stay (C al Ko). 
x* has the correction exutwy. For moAty D reads natetda, perhaps to harmo- 
nize with v. 39; C* sys have yweay. 
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time of a great feast, when pilgrimages to Jerusalem were in 
order, such a method of enrolment would cause little incon- 
venience. It should be remembered, moreover, that Lk was 
perfectly familiar with the procedure of the ordinary Roman 
census, so that his description of a variation from this proce- 
dure deserves particular respect. 

For the use of matpia? cf Acts 3:25. It is not clear that any 
special distinction is intended between watpud and olkos (cf 
Num 1: 2, etc). 

5. Lk does not say that Mary went with Joseph to be en- 
rolled! also. But inasmuch as she travelled with him, no mat- 
ter for what purpose, the reading “who was betrothed to him” 
is impossible.2 By both Jewish and Greek custom (as Lk knew 
perfectly well) a betrothed woman lived with her parents; her 
removal from their care to her future husband’s was the essence 
of marriage. Hence read “Mary his wife.” For prnotevew? 
(if read) cf on 1:27. @yxvos here only. 

6. The narrative does not relate how long they were at Beth- 
lehem before the birth of Christ took place. 

7. In the only other New Testament occurrence of catdAvpat 
(22:11 = Mk 14:14) the word means “chamber,” and there 
is no reason to translate it differently here. Whether this room 
was in an inn or a private house is not told and is quite im- 
material. omapyavovy in v. 12 only. 


(1-7) From L, cf éyéveto with finite verb in vv. 1, 6 (followed by 
éy t@ in v. 6), and the temporal use of mtuxAdvar in v. 6. The only 
other Lukan occurrences of dvaxAlvery (v. 7) are in 12:36 (L) and 
13:29 (Q, = Mt 8:11); in 9:14 Lk avoids this verb when he meets 
it in Mk (6:39). The only “Lukan” phrases are 8& xat (v. 4), cby 
(v. 5), and the dative in v. 7. 

Ls notes that v. 4’s repetition of 1: 26f may indicate a separate 


2 Om sys, which reads “they were of the house.” 

v. 5. 1Said, however, in sysc. *The text is confused. ab c ffp read uxore sua; 
sys has “he and Mary his wife went up.” ‘“Espoused,” without “wife,” is found 
in BNWC*L sa bo D x minn af rf syp. This reading is adopted by Ti, WH, Ws, 
but the tendencies of the scribes would be to introduce this form. “Espoused wife” 
(Sd, with Ce AA al latt vg) is a conflation. * The MSS vary as to the reduplication 
of the perfect. 

v. 7. W omits tewtotoxey. 1 No equivalent in sys. 
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source, but this repetition was necessary for the sense. And an influ- 
ence of Ps 78: 70 f (Ls) is not apparent. 
For the voluminous literature on the census, cf especially K. 


8-20. The angels and the shepherds. 

8. That the Nativity occurred at night is now told for the 
first time. a@ypavdodvtes (here only), “being in the open air.” 
THs vuKTOS is perhaps easiest with PuAaxds, “the night watches” 
(W, Hz, Z, K), but it may be a temporal genitive, “at night.” 
Discussions as to the time of year implied are not profit- 
able. 

9. The angel is not named. For the use of égiordvas cf 24: 4, 
Acts 12:7; 23:11; the verb does not connote “suddenly.” 
The “glory of the Lord?” accompanies the angelic manifesta- 
tion as in Ezk 1, etc (cf also Acts 12:7). meptAdu7rew? in Acts 
26: 13 only. 

10. “To all the people” is of course “to all Israel”; contrast 
v. 1. Not even Lk’s Gentile readers could easily have under- 
stood the phrase to mean “to all people.1” 

11. “That” (not “because’’) is here the best translation 
of 67. In the context “Saviour” is “Deliverer of Israel.” 
Xpioros Kvpios! is puzzling as there is no article? but the 
article is similarly lacking in Lam 4:20 (LXX) and may be 
supplied in English (“the Lord Messiah’); the construction is 
presumably an Aramaicism (P, Ls, Z). ‘An anointed Lord” is 
also possible (WH, W print xpiotos without capitalizing it) 
but is unnatural. Was the original perhaps “the Lord’s 
Anointed”? 

12. The! “sign” is to authenticate the Messianic proclama- 
tion, not to identify the child. In little Bethlehem a new-born 
babe could easily be found by inquiry (W), and so there was 


v.8. ent tyy xotuyny appears to have been thought poor grammar; it is altered 
variously. 

v.9. !But DA al insert tSov. ?Qeou in x*H af c vg; d0&@ alone in D b fig l. 
3x* has exeAautpey. : 

v. 10. Jsy has “all the world.” 

v. 11. 1! W sys have xuptos xetctoc. * Inserted only in Sd’s 8398 (Athos). 

v. 12. Ti (Z) omits xat xetrevoy with 8*D minn; xa alone is omitted by 
AAalpla. 1WH (mon mg), Ws omit to, with B sa & sys. D inserts eotw; sys has 
“lo, I give you a sign.” 


Se 
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no need to specify “manger?” more closely (against JW, Ls; 
cf also on y. 16). 

13. The “heavenly1 host” as a designation for the angels is 
a set Old Testament phrase, used here without the slightest ref- 
erence to war (against P). atvotdytwv? is ad sens. 

14, A choice between the readings! evdox/a, “good will te 
men,” and evdoclas, “to men of good will,” is extremely 
difficult, but the balance of probabilities tends in favor of the 
nominative. The external testimony is very evenly divided, 
but the earliest evidence of all? is for evdoKéa, And the nom- 
inative is in better accord with Jewish eschatology, as in Ps. 
Sol. 8:30, huiv Kal trois Téxvows yay 1) evdokla eis Tov aidva; 
cf also Test. Levi 18:13 and Enoch 1:8 (Greek). “Peace 
on earth” and “God’s grace reigning among men” are the 
attributes of the Kingdom, in which God is glorified. K has an 
interesting Aramaic reconstruction. 

“Of good will” appears to be a dogmatic correction, which 
wished to remind the readers that “peace” is only for the men 
that have won God’s favor. If the genitive is read, these men 
would seem to be the Jews, but in this case the article would 
be needed. No argument can be founded on the strophic 
arrangement, as either two or three? strophes can be 
read. 

15. The imperfect €\ddovr prepares for the aorist 7A@ay in 
v. 16. In v. 17 PRwa probably means “word,’’ but here? the 
sense is apparently “thing” (against W). 

16. avedpay! (Acts 21:4 only), “they found out,” by 


2157 K al insert the article. 

v. 13. !B* sa bo D syp have oveayouv. 2 attovytwy (D) is a blunder. 

v.14. 1! The genitive in B*N*W sa D 28 A lat Iren (lat); otherwise the nomina- 
tive (WHm, Sdm). *Ta sys. Origen varies. *Ta sy even read xat in place of 
the second ev (which lat [non vg] omit; bo has xat ev). 

v. 15. Before ot wouseveg (BNWL sa bo 565 rx minn lat [exc q] sy) Sd inserts 
xat ot avVOewrot (ADA al); this addition is eminently in L’s style (eYeveto xa) 
and could easily seem superfluous. Sd (non mg) also prefers ettoy (LDAal) to 
eAaAouv (BNW sa 565 latt Ta). And he includes in his margin the insertion of 
Aeyovtes (N sa bo) or xat etmoy (latt syp) before SteA@wwev, with the omission 
of etroy (cAxAouy) in 3. 10m sys (also in v. 17); sys has “angel”? for “Lord.” 

v. 16, & changes onevoavtes into moreucavtes. sys places “Joseph” before 
“Mary.” Simple verb in xe WLD al. 


a ll: a 
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search; the indications given by the angel (v. 12) required sup- 
plementary inquiry. 

17. If Sveyrdpucav' is read, the compound is found here 
only. 

18. The close connection with v. 17 indicates that a group 
of persons had collected around the new-born child (note “unto 


them’’); this is easier than to suppose Lk means that the shep-* 


herds told their experiences afterwards (against W, P). 

19. “But” may mean that after the Annunciation Mary 
could feel no wonder at a Messianic prediction (W, P, Z), but 
cf on v. 33. ouvBdddovea, “comparing so as to arrive at a 
meaning,” “pondering.” W renders “comparing the words 
of the shepherds with the Annunciation message.” 

20. The shepherds exult like the angels (vv. 13f). “They 
had heard” can refer only to the angelic announcement (W, Z); 
they rejoiced over the Messianic promise, which had been con- 
firmed by what they saw. 


(8-20) From L; cf 84& in vv. 9, 14 and éyéveto &> (with finite 
verb) in v. 15. But traces of Lukan revision are rather numerous; cf 
guarc&acety (v. 8), Eqtoth&vat (v. 9), edayyeAttecbar (v. 10), elvar with 
dative and (perhaps) Aads (v. 11), obv (v. 13), Stépyecbat (but not 
éjua) (v. 15), 6jua (vv. 17, 19). v. 20, in particular, seems to be 
entirely Lukan, note dxootogpetv, S0EdGervy thy Gedy and the attracted 
otc. This verse, moreover, is all in the style of one of Lk’s “doxologi- 
cal” conclusions and seems to be something of an afterthought. But 
Lk would not have created the difficulty in v. 11. 

Ls notes that vv. 13f can be detached from their context, like the 
Magnificat and the Benedictus. v. 19 is undoubtedly meant to 
point to what Lk believed to be the source of the story (against 
Ls). 

Critical discussion of this perfect story is idle. It may be noted, 
however, that if there is any relation between it and the story of the 
presence of shepherds at the birth of Mithras, the Christian version is 
probably the older. Mithracism was highly syncretistic and in the 
Mithric cycle the shepherds are an extraneous element, for they appear 
before the creation of man. 


v.17. latt sys omit tSovte¢; sa DO 1 al latt sys omit toutov. 1The simple verb 
is preferable (BNWLD al &). lat (exc af), sa bo mistranslate “knew.” 
v. 19. !sys adds “in her mind.” 
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21. The Circumcision. 

Cf on 1: 59-63. The interest here lies entirely in the name- 
giving and the fact of circumcision is simply taken for granted* 
(against Hz, P, Z, who discover an insistence on Christ’s birth 
“under the Law”). The second «aé is redundant.? 


(21) Note the temporal xy2Adévat and the Semitic xaf. JW argues 
that the narrative implies that Christ was not circumcised (!). The 
ved with the infinitive is ‘“‘Lukan.” 


22-39. The Presentation. 

22. Cf Lev 12, especially v. 4, “until the days of her purify- 
ing be accomplished.” But here in place of ‘‘her” practically 
all the Greek codices read “their” and the meaning is obscure. 
The pronoun can refer only to Mary and Joseph, the subject 
of the sentence (so usually), but it is difficult to see how Lk 
could have conceived Joseph to be concerned in the purification 
(Lk must have known the passage in Leviticus perfectly well). 
W, JW, Ls think that Lk may have been influenced by Helle- 
nistic ideas that thought a sin-offering needful after the birth of 
a child; but the existence of these ideas is dubious and their 
relevance to Lk’s mind even more dubious. P argues that 
Mary’s uncleanness had contaminated Joseph as well. But this 
is arbitrary. 

Probably “their” is textually wrong. D minn read “his,” 
while lat (exc q), sys, sa® have forms that may be read as either 
“his” or “her.” “His” must have arisen from thinking the 
purifications concerned the child (cf v. 27), and is a blunder 
due to an ignorant scribe (against Z, who thinks it may be 
original). If the original reading was “her,’’ then “their” may 
be explained as an early conflation of “her” and “his.” “Her” 
(avrys) is actually read by 76, but this codex is late (s@c xi) 


and the form is probably a correction based on the Old Testa- 
ment. 


v. 21. matdtov for avtov (33 D al minn Ko) is a correction: I’ has auto to 
matdtoy. sys, however, reads ‘the child was circumcised.” ?D Ferr al latt syp 
omit. 


v. 22. Ws omits tov (with B* only). 
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23. “As it is written” must certainly be taken with “they 
brought him up,” etc, (against W, P); cf v. 27. As it stands, the 
statement is certainly erroneous, for there was no obligatory 
provision that the ceremony of redemption should take place 
in the Temple. But the use of the Temple for this rite by 
those living near Jerusalem must have been common; if Lk is 
describing such a custom, his language is sufficiently exact. 
Mary’s presence at the sacrifice for her purification was like- 
wise only a matter of special devotion, but combination of the 
redemption and purification ceremonies by Jerusalemites was 
probably a normal practice. 

The ritual of redemption at this period is not known in de- 
tail, but it must have included presenting the child to the 
priest, paying the set fee of five shekels (Num 18:16), and 
receiving the child back again. Cf SB. 

#ATpa in Rom 4: 109 only. 

24. Cf Lev 12:8. Joseph and Mary were evidently poor, 
but the narrative calls no special attention to the fact (against 
JW). Sedyos in 14: 19 only. tTpvyev only here. 

25. Cf 1:6. evAaPys only in Acts. Expectation of “the 
consolation of Israel” was almost universal, but Symeon’s hope 
was extraordinarily strong, for it was nourished by inspiration. 
mapakAnots goes back eventually to Isa 40:1. On the change 
from ‘IepoodAupa (vy. 22) to ‘lepovoannju see critical note. 

26. ply 7) dv is bad Greek and either # or @v is redundant. 
The only other New Testament instance of a finite verb after 
mplv is in Acts 25: 16. 

27. For “in the Spirit” cf 1:17; the phrase here does not 
denote that Symeon was in ecstasy (contrast 4:1). The narra- 
tive seems to imply that he met Mary and Joseph at the Tem- 
ple entrance. Only the presentation, not Mary’s purification, is 
of interest to the narrator. é with the aorist! infinitive is un- 
Attic. 


vy. 25. Sd has the order nv avOgwxos (against Bx2 minn latt). x*IID al have 
evoeBns for evAabys. 

vy. 26. 1So Ti, WH (bracketing y), Ws, with xe 33 L 213 R. Sd omits ay, with 
DNA minn lat. W Ferr3157 al omit yn. 8* af sy have ews ay. tdetv is found in 
Ferr NKII minn. But the poorest Greek has the presumption of originality. 

v. 27. 1 WA 69 al have the present. 
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28. kat isredundant and avtés has little or no accent; to 
translate “he also” (W, Z, cf P) involves supplying in v. 27 
the needless detail “and they were carrying the child in their 
arms.” ayxdAy here only. 

29. The present “thou dismissest” is used of the certainty 
of near death; Symeon is evidently thought of as an aged man. 
(It may be noted that the “lettest thou” of English versions 
is an indicative'). The long service is brought to a peaceful 
close in certainty of salvation (W). 

30. “Salvation” is not quite = “Messiah,” but the sense is 
obvious. 

31. Cf especially Ps 98: 2. JW thinks that Lk took “before 
| the face” as telic, “to benefit,” but its proper sense is “in the 
Sight of.”” The Messiah’s work will be witnessed by the entire 

“world. 

32. “The Gentiles! receive light, Israel receives glory.” The 
prediction is based primarily on the Old Testament (especially 
Isa 49:6), but it is also very common in the later Jewish writ- 
ings (Enoch 48:4; 105:1, Sib ITI, 195, 582 f, Ps. Sol. 17: 34 f, 
etc: cf especially the Testaments). This has naturally nothing 
to do with “Pauline universalism” (against Hz). $0s and SéEav 
may be in apposition to owT7ptoy in v. 30, or may be predicate 
accusatives after 770{uacas in v. 31. 

33. Lk doubtless felt that this explicit prediction of the 
Messiah’s illumination of the Gentiles was a new feature in the 
prophecies of the Nativity. Hence the surprise of Joseph! and 
Mary would be explained (W, P, Z). But cf critical notes. 
Note 9 in place of joav, 

34-35. Symeon’s further prediction was addressed to Mary 
alone, as Joseph would not live to witness its fulfilment. His 
language is based on Isa 8:14f (cf Lk 20:18, Rom 9:32 f, 


28. Sd adds autou after ayxaAas (against BNWLII minn latt). 

29. +But latt have the imperative. 

. sys has “mercy.” 

32. 1 For efvwy b Ir read oculorum; D omits. 

. 33. ‘Lwonp for nate autou was of course inevitable (Ta & 33 D al Ko latt 

iG 2p) 157 has both. Cf vv. 41, 43, 48. Ti repeats autov after yntne (X*L al 
0) 
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t Pet 2:8). Salvation can come only when the spiritual con- 
dition of Israel is made manifest. This will be accomplished by 
Christ’s message; unrighteous Israelites will reject it and so 
reveal their nature.1_ And the revelation will produce the rejec- 
tion and death of Christ; thus causing Mary? intense suffering. 
“Many” is perhaps used to indicate that even this winnowing 
will not be entirely complete (W, Z). W takes “sign” as “sign 
of impending judgment,” but this is unnecessary. 

The words “and the rising” predict the other aspect of 
Christ’s work; “many in Israel who seem insignificant will be 
revealed as saints.” JW prefers to take “falling” and “rising” 
as referring to the same men; “many will fall but their lapse 
will be only temporary.” But this does not correspond with 
the conceptions of the earliest church, which expected a con- 
version of the Jews but hardly (e. g.) a conversion of the indi- 
viduals concerned in the Passion. And this interpretation 
leaves the prediction incomplete, as there is then no reference 
to the righteous in Israel. But, in any case, the figure is some- 
what loose. Cf critical note. 

mT@ots in Mt 7:27 only. popdata (not classical) only in 
Rev (6 times). 

36-37. The accumulation of the characteristics of Anna! 
causes an anacolouthon, and the sentence is resumed in v. 38 
(this is easier than supposing Lk intentionally left #72 with no 
complement). It is not clear whether the narrative intends to 
give her age as 84° years or over 1004; in view of Judith 16: 23 
the latter is not at all impossible. Anna, like Judith, was faith- 
ful to the memory of her husband and showed her mourning in 
continual fasting (Judith 8:6; 16:22). That she “departed 
not from the Temple” is of course popular hyperbole. mapGevia 
here only.® 

38. The sense seems to be that Anna was present (€mioTaoa) 


vv. 34-35. 1Cf S:aAoytowot movneot in 8*. ? After cov WHm, Sd (in brackets) 
insert 3¢ (om BWYL 5709 bo & lat [exc a] sysj). 

vv. 36-37. 1 xpogntts is made -tTN¢ in 33 LO « Ferr1s7 Kalpl. 2?OmD b sys. 
sy insert a copula before meoBeBexuraw. %x has “74.” 4 The unusual ews etwy is 
changed into ws etwy in X°W al Ko. SdD latt sysomit ew¢. § sys has the ascetic 
reading, “‘seven days only was she with a husband after her virginity.” 
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when Symeon uttered his prediction, and that she uttered 
thanksgiving at its conclusion. Afterwards (note the imperfect 
é\dvet) she described the event to her acquaintances on vari- 
ous+occasions (so usually). ‘Redemption of Jerusalem‘” is 
practically the same as “consolation of Israel” (v. 25). 
avOmporoyeiv here only. 

39. The return! to Galilee was immediate; in fact, Lk writes 
as if Mary and Joseph only paused in Jerusalem on the way 
from Bethlehem. 


(22-38) From L; cf the temporal xyxAdvar in v. 22, év 7 with the 
aorist infinitive in v. 27, xat aités in vv. 28, 37, edAoyety in vv. 28, 34, 
étowdGery in v. 30, 56% in v. 32, Séyatc in v. 37, Abtewats in v. 38. 
And @avuudtew éxt is found elsewhere in Lk only in 4: 22 (L), 9:43 
(L), 20: 26 (from Mk 12:17, the only other non-Lukan instance), Acts 
3:12. To be noted also is the change from ‘IegocéAuya in v. 22 to 
‘TepouceAnu. in v. 25; apparently Lk has Grecicized the noun at its 
first occurrence and then left it undisturbed in its Hebrew form. It 
may be noted that of the 26 occurrences of ‘IegovccAyu in Lk, 18 
(at least) are in L; and of the 39 occurrences of the form in Acts, 23 
are in the first 12 chapters. On the other hand, in Acts Lk uses ‘Iego- 
obAuua 25 times but only 5 of these are in the first 12 chapters. 

“TLukan” terms in this section are rather scanty. tod with the in- 
finitive is found in v. 24, 27, dépxec8ar and Stadoytouds in v. 35, and 
émot&oa in v. 38. The instances of jue in v. 29, Axéds in vv. 31 f, and 
dyno in v. 36 are scarcely to be reckoned “Lukan.” 

In vv. 22-24 JW, Ls (cf K) think that the interpretation of the re- 
demption rite as a presentation ceremony is an error of Lk’s. But cf 
exegetical note; the phrasing is loose, but the conception appears to 
be accurate. Ls argues that the Nunc Dimittis is a later addition. But 
this involves (a) cancelling v. 26, (b) transposing v. 33 to follow v. 35, 
(c) cancelling the reference to Mary in v. 34, (d) cancelling v. 35¢. 
Such a process is too complicated. But that the words “‘and rising’’ 
in v. 34 are an addition of L’s (Ls) or Lk’s (JW) is more possible. Hz 
thinks that v. 35a is a “‘Pauline” (!) reference to the ‘‘scandal of the 
cross.” The detailed description of Anna in vv. 36 f is hard to explain 
apart from some historical foundation; it is not enough to say that 


v. 38. 1348 ar correct into Ispand. 

v. 39. The choice between navta (Ti, WH, Ws) and arayta (Sd non mg) is 
unimportant. Ti omits t« (with XL al pl). Sd brackets tyy before moAw (om 
Ti, WH, Ws, with BkWD* x al). At the end D a insert Mt 2:23. 1Sd reads 
umeoteetay in place of exeotpctay (Bx*W). 
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Lk (or L) wished the testimony of a prophetess as well as that of a 
prophet (against Hz, Ls). And it is perverse to say that Lk exalts a 
Hellenistic ideal of virginity (against JW); cf exegetical note (and K). 
- W thinks that v. 38 indicates the eventual source of the section. 

Apparently v. 33 points to an origin for this section in a circle where 
the Annunciation and Nativity stories were not yet known, for no 
Jew would think that the “light to lighten the Gentiles” added any- 
thing to the functions included in ‘“‘ Messiah” (cf exegetical note). Still, 
it is conceivable that this expression of wonder and lack of comprehen- 
sion in the presence of the supernatural is only a stylistic mannerism 
(Hz). But if Lk had written this verse, he would hardly have said “his 
father.” 

(39) &¢ and té& before a preposition are “Lukan.” W thinks that the 
whole verse may be due to Lk. 


40-52. The boy Jesus in the Temple. 

40. Ci 1:80; here with “wisdom” ! in place of “spirit,” 2 as 
“God’s favor” follows. 

41. The three annual pilgrimages prescribed in Ex 23: 14-17, 
etc, had generally been reduced to one, even in Palestine. 77 
éopTn is a temporal dative. 

42. The mention of the age simply fixes the time of the fol- 
lowing event. Lk does not say that Jesus now went up to 
Jerusalem for the first time (JW, Ls, Z). By vv. 41, 43 “they” 
does not include Christ. 

43. “Completing the days” presumably means “after spend- 
ing the eight prescribed days” (W, Hz, Z, K). A Jewish boy of 
twelve had probably attained puberty and could be allowed a 
fair measure of independence. Lk means to imply that Jesus 
remained behind because of the attraction of the Temple. 

44-45, ovvodia (here only), “caravan.”’ The loss of the boy 
was discovered when a halt was made at nightfall. avanretv 
in v. 45, Acts 11: 25 only. 

46-47. The three days are probably to be reckoned from the 


v.40. 1 Dative with BkoWY 33 L 157 (WH, Ws). ?Supplied after exeatatouto 
in Ta Ko al. 

v. 41. “Joseph and Mary” replace “his parents” in latt; sys has “his kins- 
folk”; Ta has no subject. 1D latt insert ev. 

v. 43. ‘Joseph and his mother” is elaborately attested here (CYNA al pl Ko 
latt syph), but is of course a correction. sys as in v. 41. 

v. 45. Ws prefers the simple Gntouvtes (N*U al Ko). 
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departure from Jerusalem, the second being consumed in the 
journey back to the city (so usually). For a description of the 
method of rabbinical instruction cf G/V, ii, 384-386, SB. The 
rabbis taught separately (against P). But there were many of 
them in the Temple, each surrounded by his pupils; Lk’s impli- 
cation is that Christ had been going from teacher to teacher. 
The masters occupied raised seats, while their scholars sat on 
the ground (cf Acts 22:3). The method of teaching was highly 
catechetical, the instructor propounding questions to his pupils 
(note “his answers”), who in turn were encouraged to ask all 
manner of counter-questions. 

48, Note the vivid present &nTodpev,1 

49, rb btu = Th yéyovey Ste (Jn 14:22). “Search was 
needless, ye should have known where to find me”; in such a 
reply év Tofs xT can mean only “in my? Father’s house.” 
“Father” is certainly used in a more personal sense than 
“Father of all Israelites,” and, in addition, it is altogether prob- 
able that Lk meant “my Father” to be understood as a rebuke 
of “thy father” in v. 48 (against Hz, Z). 

50. Apparently, “they did not understand the unique sense 
in which Christ used ‘Father,’” but the expression may be 
simply conventional. 

51. This departure from His “parents 
unique. Cf v. ro. 

52. This verse is formed on 1 Sam 2:26. Here ydpis means 
“favor” (contrast v. 40). 


?»? wishes remained 


(40-52) From L; cf xat& td 2806 in v. 42, éyéveto with finite verb 
in v. 46, and xat aitol inv. 50. And on ouyyevebs (v. 44) cf 1: 36. 
drooteégetv (vv. 43, 45) and perhaps éjue (vv. 50 f) are “Lukan.”’ 

No discussion is needed of the perfect simplicity of the story and its 


v. 47. sys reads “‘all they that heard him were amazed and marvelled.” 

v. 48. 1So WH, Ws, with B&* sa bo 69; otherwise the imperfect. But the latter 
might have been conformed to v. 49. The subject of the verb varies greatly; Ta 
has “I and thy father’’; syc, “‘we”; af, propinqui tui et ego; C minn add xat ot 
ovyyevets to the common reading (in various positions). 

v. 49. 1W omits wou. 

v. 51. Ti, WH, Ws read navta tx enuata (Ws adds tauta); Sd has ta pyata 
ANAT, 

v. 52. Ti, Ws have ev ty sogia (NL sa bo); WH, tH cogta (BW 5709); Sd, 
sogia (CDA al Ko), 
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contrast with the tales in the apocryphal gospels (or even such historic 
reminiscences as that in Josephus, Vit. 2). Its general accuracy may 
be affirmed without hesitation, for later tradition would never have 
created an account of Christ learning from the scribes. To argue that 
v. 44 is impossible is hypercritical (against JW). But that vv. 48 f 
have been heightened slightly is conceivable; Ls suggests that originally 
“parents” stood in place of “mother.” This is possible, but it is diffi- 
cult to see why Ls then writes “no historic basis is necessary” (cf JW, 
who regards an historic element as ‘“‘possible’’). 

v. 516 is undoubtedly meant to point to the eventual source and 
may be an addition of Lk’s (Ls). Ls thinks that Lk added v. 52 also, 
to connect this story with the Gospel proper. 


CHAPTER III 


1-2a. The time of the Baptist. 

1. No reader could ever have understood Lk’s elaborate syn- 
chronism as relating to anything but the contents of vv. 20 ff 
(against Ls, who thinks of the date of the Passion). 

Augustus died on August roth, A. D. 14. Hence, according 
to Roman reckoning, the 15th year of Tiberius began on August 
toth, A.D. 28. But there is evidence that points to other 
methods of computation. Clement of Alexandria (Strom. I, 21 
[t44]) states that according to some calculations Tiberius 
reigned 22 years, according to others 26 years, 6 months, 19 
days. Tertullian (Marc, I, 15) writes that “the Lord was re- 
vealed” in the rath year of Tiberius, and the same date (al- 
though for the Crucifixion) is given in « 6th century Syriac 
work called “The Treasure Cave” (C. Bezold, Die Schatzhohle, 
p. 61). These variations may rest partly on computing the 
first fraction of a ruler’s reign as a full year (a method for which 
there is some precedent), partly on computing Tiberius’ reign 
from his co-regency over the provinces with Augustus (ca. 
Jan. 1, A.D. 12). That these methods were never used in 
official documents or inscriptions is hardly relevant; Lk gives 
the date according to some system familiar to his readers or 
(more probably) according to some system used by an inform- 


y. t. 1As a new section begins here, xc’ KH al correct by omitting 5e. 
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ant (W). It is altogether likely that in Judea the “years” of 
Tiberius were reckoned popularly from his first accession to 
power over Judea. For details cf (especially) Z, who notes Lk’s 
use of the general term nyouovevovTos, instead of the more 
technical apyijs? or Baotrelas.* But the origin of Tertullian’s 
“twelfth year” makes an interesting problem. 

Pontius Pilate was procurator’ of Judea from 26-36 A. D. 

The “Herod” was Antipas (a name not used in the New 
Testament and only rarely by Josephus), son of Herod I and 
Malthace. His tetrarchy included Perea. Philip was his half- 
brother only, being born of Herod I and a certain Cleopatra 
(this Philip is not to be confused with the Philip of Mk 6:17). 
He died in 34 A.D. The Itureans (Irovpaia* is perhaps an 
adjective) were properly a tribe of half-nomad Arabs (the 
“Jetur” of Gen 25:15), occupying the Anti-Lebanon moun- 
tains (exhaustive details in GJV, i, App. 1). “Trachon’”’ ® is 
a generic term (tedyov = “rocky ground,” “lava bed’’), but 
the particular trachon meant is the Lejah, lying some 35 miles 
east of the Sea of Galilee. It is a well protected and fairly fer- 
tile plateau, raised about 30 feet above the surrounding plain, 
with a total area of ca. 370 square miles. It is inhabited chiefly 
by Nabatzan Arabs. The boundaries of both Iturea and Tra- 
chonitis are uncertain and were probably vaguely defined, but 
Lk’s composite title for this country is not known elsewhere 
(“Gaulonitis” seems to have been its usual name; cf Autt XVII, 
xviii, 1 [189]). 

Abila occupied the site of the modern Sik, 15 miles northwest 
of Damascus, on the Wddi Barada (the “ Abanah” of 2 K 5: 12), 
so that Abilene continued Iturea to the northeast. As it was 
part of Palestine under Agrippa I, and also part of the domains 
of Agrippa IT, Lk is justified in mentioning it here (Z). But, 
quite possibly, the name “tetrarch” led him to add a fourth 
name to Pilate, Antipas, and Philip (W, Hz). 

Josephus speaks of Abilene in BJ II, xi, 5 (215); xii, 8 (247) 
as “the kingdom of Lysanias,” in Antt XVIII, vi, 10 (237); XX, 


2So sysc. %So syp. 4Whence the correction exttoomevoytos in D. 5W has 
the blunder Tovdatas; some Ko MSS [8oupatac. © The curious Teteaxwvtttd0¢ is 
found in N° 69 al (due to teteapyouvtos?). 
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vii, x (138) as “the tetrarchy of Lysanias,” and in Anti XIX, 
v, t (275) as “Abila of Lysanias.” He gives no information as 
to its administration from 34 B.C. to 37 A. D., but the only 
Lysanias previously mentioned is a ruler who was put to death 
by Mark Antony in 36-34 B.C. (cf GJV, i, 713 f for details). 
Consequently, scholars have not unnaturally assumed an error 
on Lk’s part, due to a careless use of Josephus (Hz) or to popu- 
lar terminology which both Lk and Josephus followed (Wl). 
That such popular terminology existed is made very probable 
by Josephus’ five-fold use of the name (as above), but, never- 
theless, there is probably no error in Lk. The Lysanias men- 
tioned\ by Josephus had a much larger domain than Abilene 
and his capital was at Chalcis, not Abila. And an inscription 
found near Abila (Corp. Insc. Grec., no. 4521), which is not 
earlier than A. D. 14, gives as its author “Nympheus, a freed- 
man of Lysanias.”’ That this Nymphaeus was freed some fifty 
years earlier is of course conceivable, but it is unlikely that his 
gratitude would have led him to record the fact so long after, 
while he ignored the existing ruler of Abila. Hence the Lysanias 
of the inscription was in all probability the ruler ca. 14 A. D.; 
he would then be the ruler of Josephus’ later references and of 
Lk. And this conclusion is corroborated by another inscription 
published in the Revue Biblique, 1912, pp. 533 ff; cf Lg. 

TeTpapyxetv is not known in earlier Greek. 

2a. The use of apyvepéws! with the names of two men is 
curious. The official high priest at the opening of the Baptist’s 
ministry was (Joseph) Caiaphas, who held office ca. 18-36 A. D. 
Annas (Hanan), his father-in-law, had held the office ca 6-15 
A. D. (Z argues for 4 B. C.-15 A. D.), but he continued to ex- 
ercise important authority (Acts 4: 6, cf Jn 18: 13-24), probably 
as an unofficial “power behind the throne.” 


2b-6. The appearance of the Baptist. 

2b. The narrative proper begins with a (probably conscious) 
imitation of Jer 1:1 and a resumption of the account of 1: 80. 

3. God’s call to prophetic activity summoned John from the 


v. 2. 1¥Ferr al lat (exc af) pluralize; sy has “high priesthood.” 
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wilderness, which he had inhabited since boyhood, that he 
might work among men in the Jordan valley.! Primarily his 
task was to preach repentance. But not merely in general 
terms; concrete moral instruction to his converts was an essen- 
tial part of his work (vv. 10-14). On acceptance of the call to 
repentance, the converts were baptized (certainly by immer- 
sion). And this baptism, by virtue of John’s peculiar endow- 
ments, was efficacious to the remission of sins; the translation, 
“baptism symbolizing repentance, which repentance brought 
remission of sins” (cf P for a modified form of this), is the out- 
come of theological reflection from an alien viewpoint. Ritual 
washings for the removal of defilement (with no very clear line 
between “moral” and “ritual’”?) were a commonplace to every 
Jew; John’s baptism would be interpreted simply as a specially 
exalted case of such a washing. For Lk’s conception cf Acts 
19: 1-7; John’s baptism was deficient in that it did not convey 
the Spirit or directly prepare for receiving it. 

4-6. This authority to remit sin by baptism was proof of 
a very extraordinary and exceptional vocation. This drastic 
cleansing of the people prepared for nothing less than the com- 
ing of the Messiah; it had such great importance that it had 
been directly predicted by Isaiah (40: 3-5). In the quotation 
Lk (of course) understood «vpios of Christ, and took the im- 
pediments in the way as the sins which John removed. And he 
almost certainly would have understood v. 6 in a universalistic 
sense. Bouvds in 23:30 only (again in a LXX quotation). 


(2b-6) Cf Mk 1: 2-4, Mt 3: 1-3. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 2 the account begins with the de- 
scription of the Baptist, not with the quotation from Isaiah. In v. 3 
(Mt v. 5) né&ox % neplyweos tod *lop8dvou (Lk has the accusative). 
In v. 4 the genitive “Hoatov tod rpoghtov (used differently). 

The second of these contacts points decisively (W, Hk, Ls) to a non- 


v. 3. !WH omit thy before repty., with BWY'LA al. The addition was easy. 

v. 4. D’s vuwy for autov is obvious moralizing, unrelated to sy’s conformation 
to Isa (against Z). 

v. 5. Sd reads evOeray instead of the plural of BDH acvg. But the singular 
is a conformation to Isa. 

v. 6. sysc continue the quotation, but omit (why?) t. owt. t. 0. 
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Markan source; this would have been the preface to the Q section in 
vv. 7-9 (which must have had an introduction of some sort). And, as 
Mk’s wording is too close to Lk—-Mt to be regarded as an independent 
version, the simplest supposition is that he also used Q (W). The quo- 
tation from Malachi (3: 1) in Mk v. 2, which reappears in exactly the 
same (non-LXX) form in Lk 7: 27 = Mt 11: 10, is probably a Markan 
addition to Q. Then Lk and Mt have omitted it, partly because it was 
not in Q, partly because it was not in Isaiah. (2b) dqu« and ytvecbat 
éxt are classed as “Lukan,” but here they are from Jeremiah. Q began 
with the mention of John, perhaps with Mt’s historic present (W), 
perhaps with Lk’s LXX phraseology. ‘The son of Zacharias” is from 
Lk, to connect with ch 1. “In the wilderness” was essential in Q. (3) 
Mt’s order is due to Mk, and so Lk probably represents Q; he seems to 
have copied Q exactly, for every word is paralleled in Mt except xat 
HAvev (Mt has mapaytvetat). (4) Mt’s & dnfets 8% belongs to his 
own style (1: 22, 2:15, 17, 23, etc), while Lk’s év @fGAw is “Lukan” 
(20: 42, Acts 1: 20, 7:42, elsewhere in the New Testament only Mk 
12:26). So Mk’s simple év ‘Hoalg may be the original form. The 
Lk—Mt contact of the genitives seems to be accidental. (s-6) Lk has 
expanded the quotation for the sake of the universalistic last clause (Hz). 

MK vv. 5-6 are omitted, partly because not in Q, partly as of little 
interest to Lk’s readers. 


7-9. The coming judgment. 

7. éXeyev, “he was accustomed to say.” “Therefore,” “in 
virtue of his rigid commission.” The advent of the Messiah 
meant the advent of judgment, and for this judgment the 
people were not ready. It is quite untrue that all Jews thought 
of this judgment as for Gentiles only (against P), but John’s 
invective proves that such an idea had a fairly firm hold on the 
popular mind. Cf Amos and his treatment of the “Day of the 
Lord” (especially Amos 5:18, 20); the Baptist must have had 
Amos in mind. That “offspring of vipers” should trust in their 
ancestry was preposterous. 

8. Tis peravolas, “the repentance professed as a prelimi- 
nary to baptism.’ God must, to be sure, have recipients for 
His promises and these recipients must be children of Abraham. 
But to have such recipients, God was not obliged to give salva- 


y. 7. 1 Misunderstood and made 8¢ in D Ferr al sy. ?evwxtoy for ux in D latt 
(sysc omit ux autou) treats John as the witness of the “self baptism,” as in Jewish 
practice. 
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tion to even a single Jew: His miraculous power could make up 
abundantly for any lack. 

9, Judgment was immediately! at hand; the axe was lying 
by the root of the tree ready for use; the woodman was about 
to take it up and begin work. No “tree” (i. e., not even “Abra- 
ham’s seed’’) would escape by favor.? 


(7-9) Cf Mt 3: 7-10. 

The divergence between Lk and Mt is most readily explained if Q 
began in some such way as elney tots épyousvorc Ext td Barticpa. 
The Sadducees (Mt) were the last persons in the world to pay atten- 
tion to the revivalist, while the Pharisees were only one degree less 
impossible; as a matter of fact, neither class had much regard for the 
Baptist (Mk 11: 27-33). Mt, however, naturally thought that such a 
denunciation must be meant for them. In Lk the compound verb and 
the infinitive are editorial, as is probably the careful 2\eyev (Hk). 
SxAos is a Q word (W, Hk), but Mt is most easily explained if nothing 
stood here in Q (Ls); Lk has simply introduced the most obvious noun. 
Ls suspects ‘offspring of vipers” as a later addition, but it is needed 
for the sense. (8) The plural, “fruits,” is easier and hence probably 
secondary (W, Hk). If étris read, it is also editorial. &§qofe is poorer 
Greek than 86 te and so original (W); Lk dislikes &oyecfar. (9g) Lk 
has added xt. Ls suspects Christian influence, but Jewish literary 
parallels are innumerable. And this interest of Q’s in the Baptist’s 
teaching is less “‘Christian” than Mk’s subordination of everything to 
Christ (Hk). 


10-14. The duties of penitents. 

10. “Therefore,” “since such thorough reformation is de- 
manded.” 

11. John speaks to men of the poorest class. The giving is 
to be heedless, in accord with the apocalyptic attitude of the 
speaker. The chiton is named as the cheapest and most com- 
mon article of clothing. 

12. The change to the aorist seems to have little special 
point (against Z). «al, “even this degraded class.’’? These 


v. 8. WHm, Ws have the order «&. x«on. (against Mt, and harder) with B. ev 
eautots may be from Mt (om latt sysc; om ev D). Sd inserts [ott] after exutot¢ 
with 33 L sa bo minn sycp, but this seems a correction. 

v. 9. 18 was misread te by sy. 2 WH (cf Z) bracket xaAov (om a fiz vg), 
but omission of part of KAAONKAPIION was easy (Ws). 

v.10. sa Db Qqsyc gloss with tvz cwOwpev (cf. vv. 12, 14). 
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publicans were of course Jews; Messianic preaching was essen- 
tially nationalistic preaching. Gentiles might be admitted to 
the Kingdom after its coming, but the preparation for its com- 
ing was a matter for Jews only. 

13. The amount of each person’s taxes was fixed by law and 
was of course perfectly well known to the collectors, but the 
latter were notoriously successful in imposing on the ignorance 
or fears of individuals. The use of mpdoceuv is quite classical. 
under is its direct object. 

14, “The country about the Jordan” (v. 3) included Perea, 
which was policed by the soldiers of Antipas. They were Jews, 
at least in part, and some Jews may even have been found in 
the Roman garrisons of Judea. But these active agents of the 
oppressors (Antipas was hated little less than the Romans) 
were regarded as renegades, persons even more contemptible 
than the publicans (note the «al duets), The precise distinc- 
tion between Siacelerv and oveodpartetv? is obscure; perhaps 
“extort by violence,” “extort by fraud.” P particularizes the 
second verb as “extort by false accusation.” This would, in 
fact, have been a common device (charges of insurrection, con~ 
spiracy, etc), but this translation is difficult in 19:8. Svacedew 
here only. ovxodayteiv only in 19: 8. 


(10-14) From L; cf duotws in v. 11 and naod, “beyond,” in v. 13. 
Note also the interest in poverty. Lk has added xet in y. 12, but the 
technical use of roedocety in v. 13 need not be “Lukan.” 

There is every reason to suppose that details of the Baptist’s teach- 
ing were preserved in Palestine and, at all events, the present section 
contains the kind of instruction he must have given. The peculiar 
Greek expressions are necessitated by the subject matter and in no 
way tell against the authenticity (against Wl). Ls argues that the 
soldiers of v. 14 are Romans, indicating a desire on Lk’s part to defer 
to the government. But this is arbitrary. 

These verses make an awkward break in the impassioned speech of 
the Baptist (W, Wl), but there was no other place for them. 


15-17. The coming Messiah. 


v.14. Zreads exepwtynsay (CD latt); the impf seems conformed to v. to (where 
W has the aorist). autotc with BC*33LD 1 al 4, against Ti’s teos autous (x W 
Ko). 'D omits. 2? Ti reads yndeva before both (k*H minn sy). 
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15. As John proclaimed authoritatively the nearness of the 
Kingdom, and as he employed a rite conferring absolution, he 
might be thought to be the Messiah. 

16. His reply, made with the utmost publicity, left no doubt 
as to his character. The Messiah, when he comes, will do more 
than merely remit sins. He will establish the final order of 
things, “immersing” the righteous in Holy! Spirit and sending 
the wicked into fire. Cf Joel 2: 28f, Amos 7:4. Lk himself 
could not have thought this prediction fulfilled in the portion of 
the Spirit given in connection with Christian baptism; Chris- 
tians received only a first pledge, and the full endowment would 
not come until the last day (cf Rom 8: 23, etc). P takes both 
“baptisms” as referring to the Christian sacrament and inter- 
prets the “fire” as purifying. But this prediction would have 
been meaningless to the Baptist’s audience and “fire” must 
have the same sense as in vv. 9, 17. “ You” naturally includes 
men of different characters, especially as it embraces all Israel. 

17. This separation of the righteous and wicked is the Mes- 
sianic judgment. It was about to begin; the Messiah’s winnow- 
ing shovel was already in his hand (cf v. 9). With this shovel 
(“fan” has a false connotation) the mixed wheat and chaff 
were tossed into the wind and so separated, and then the same 
shovel was used to garner the grain. S:axaGatpew here only. 
mtvov, &dwv and a&yvpov only in Mt’s parallel. 


(15-17) Ci Mk 1:7f, Mt 3: 11f. 

Lk v. 16 is much more like Mt v. 11 than Mk wv. 7 f; all three Synop- 
tists here depend on Q. (15) A transition verse to accomplish the re- 
turn to Q, with a content easily suggested by what follows. Its resem- 
blance to Jn (especially 1: 20; 3:28) has often been noted; this may 
arise from a common interest in controversies between followers of the 
Baptist and Christians. Lk avoids emphasizing the Baptist’s indepen- 
dence. (16) The first five words continue the transition; in Q there 
was no break in John’s speech (cf Mt). txavéc is from Mk (or from 
Q, cf 7:6). Mk has changed the position of “I . . . with water” to 


v. 16. 1Z approves the omission of wyww in Clem Tert Aug (WHm); all MSS 
read the word. sys inverts ‘‘fire” and “‘holy spirit.” 

v. 17. Sd inserts [wev] before ottoy (D Ferr A al EH). A few minn have it 
also in Mt, but the word in either Gospel was easily added. x* has xataoSecet 
for aoBeotw. 
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give greater prominence to Christ; cf his aorist é8érttsx, which is 
viewed from the time of Christianity (W, JW, Hk). “Unto repentance” 
in Mt seems meant to depreciate John’s baptism, which (in reality) 
followed repentance (W); cf Mt’s omission of “unto remission of sins” 
(Hz). Whether éxfow wou has been omitted by Lk or added by Mk 
(= Mt) cannot be determined. Mt’s t& Sxodhuata actkoxt may be 
original (W, Hk), for Mk reads like an exaggerated paraphrase (which 
Lk has copied). Mk’s order Garvicer bué> again lays the emphasis on 
Christ. év is textually uncertain in all three Gospels. (17) The infini- 
tives (if read) are Lukan, and Lk’s position for the second adtod seems 
reflected. Staxafaloey is better Greek than StaxaOae(terv. 

In v. 16 WI, JW, Hk, Ls all think that “Holy Spirit” is an addition 
toQ. The Baptist’s words are perhaps smoother without this phrase and 
Mk may have introduced it, but the double “spirit and fire” makes a 
good preparation for the double prediction in v. 17. In any case, as 
even WI notes, the Baptist’s speech is thoroughly in agreement with 
the Messianism of the period and shows no traces of Christian influence. 


18-20. The Baptist’s fate. 

18. ‘“Preached the good tidings” is here a poor translation of 
evnyyertfeto, The Baptist’s proclamation of the nearness of 
the Kingdom was of course ‘‘good news,” but his emphasis was 
laid chiefly on the terrors of the preliminary judgment.1 Lk 
uses the verb in the Christian sense of “preaching the Gospel” 
(including warnings and directions as to conduct). 

19, Josephus (Amit XVIII, v, 4 [136]) likewise describes this 
remarriage of Herodias as abhorrent to Jewish sentiment. 
Herodias was a granddaughter of Herod I, through his wife 
Mariamne I and their son Aristobulus. Her first husband (called 
Philip! in Mk 6:17 = Mt 14:3, not so styled by Josephus) 
was the son of Herod by Mariamne II. 

20. Lk concludes the story of the Baptist before beginning 
with the Ministry. The use of rpoors@évas here is not Semitic 
(against Wl). Katax)elew in Acts 26: 10 only. 


(x8-20) There are no indications of L’s vocabulary and &tepoc, 
ebayyeAttecbat, Aads (v. 18) and xpoottbévar (v. 20) are “Lukan.” 


v.18. 1D has neopatvwy for nzpaxadwy. 

v. 19. 1Supplied here by CWA al. ie ; 

v. 20. xat before xatexActcey is omitted by Bx* sa bo D& af b (Ti, WH; 
Sd brackets). It may have fallen out before KAT (Ws), but the evidence for the 
omission is excellent. 
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The whole little section is probably a free composition of Lk’s; note 
the hyperbolic “all” in v. 19. 


21-22. The baptism of Christ. 

These two verses really form a preface to the main body of 
the Gospel, by relating the Messianic call. 

21. Lk certainly could not have meant to say that all the 
people, including Christ, were baptized simultaneously. Hence 
the év before the aorist infinitive must be translated “after” 
(Hz, Z). P harmonizes with Mk-Mt by rendering, “after all 
the people were baptized, then Jesus was baptized,” but this is 
arbitrary. Nothing is said of the time or place of Christ’s 
vision; a reader unfamiliar with the other Gospels might deduce 
that it occurred later than His baptism. But cf 4: 1 and critical 
notes. Lk does not say that the vision was vouchsafed in an- 
swer to Christ’s prayer. dvewy@jvar was a permissible form 
in late Greek; only D corrects. 

22. The text of the words addressed to Christ by the Voice 
is uncertain. The vast bulk of testimony gives a reading that 
agrees exactly with Mk, but an alternative form, vids mov €% 
av, éy@ onpepov yeyévynnd ce (“Thou art my Son; to-day 
have I begotten thee”; Ps 2:7), is found in D abcd ffg |r, in 
a chain of Latin witnesses extending to and including Augus- 
tine (De Cons. Ev. ii, 14) and in various Greek sources (Justin, 
Trypho 88, 103, Clement, Ped. i, 6 [25], Methodius, Symp. 
VIII, ix, 4, and the Ebionite Gospel in Epiphanius, Her. 30: 
13). This is an interesting array of testimony. On the other 
hand is to be set the fact that the wording of the Psalm might 
have influenced the transmission of Lk’s text as much as Mk’s 
parallel did. Moreover, Lk is here based wholly on Mk (cf 
critical note); that he would have “lowered” Mk’s Christology 
is most unlikely. Lk does use Ps 2:7 of Christ in Acts 13: 33, 
but there it is applied to Christ’s post-resurrection exaltation 
to Lordship. So Lk is probably to be read as in Mk; cf espe- 
cially Lg. 

av ef 0 vids pov, 6 ayamntds, év col evddenaa is a com- 
bination of Ps 2:7 with Isa 42:1, the reference to the Spirit 
in the latter verse being here supplied by the Spirit’s actual 
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descent. ‘Thou art Messiah; I am pleased with thee, I choose 
thee and anoint thee with the Spirit,” is a tolerable paraphrase 
of the whole (so usually). The Spirit descended to bestow! the 
gifts needed for the Messianic work. For “Beloved” as a Mes- 
sianic title cf especially Ascens. Isa. 

The form taken by the Spirit would have conveyed nothing 
if the dove had not been already a recognized symbol. But as 
yet this has little verification from other sources; cf the material 
in SB (i, pp. 123-5). 


(21-22) Cf Mk 1: 9-11, Mt 3: 13-17. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 21 ’Insoi(c) (but Lk and Mt make 
a fresh beginning here, for entirely different reasons), the participles 
Bartisbévtos (-efs), and the use of dvewyOAvat (-qoav) for Mk’s in- 
elegant cytQougvous. In v. 22 én’? (Mk’s efs is ungraceful,—and cf 
Isa 42:1). The only common omission is Nataeét from Mk v. 9. No 
non-Markan source is indicated. W, to be sure, argues for one that 
would include Mt vv. 14 f, but his arguments moe be a better proof 
for an addition by Mt. 

The insertion of vv. 18-20 has necessitated rewriting Mk vv. 9-10, 
with resulting difficulties. Note again the hyperbolic “all.” W1 finds 
in Lk’s brief account a sign that the baptism of Christ was causing 
theological difficulty, but Lk does not hesitate to write Garticbévtoc, 
which he could easily have omitted. Mk’s geographical details are 
dropped. xat xpocevyouévov was a natural addition, in Lk’s style 
(cf 5:16; 6:12; 9:18, 28, all insertions into Mk), for which no special 
motive need be sought (Hz, Ls, K think of Christian baptismal cus- 
toms). Hz (cf Wl, JW) claims that the omission of Mk’s “saw” and 
the addition of “in bodily form” are meant to heighten the miracle 
by making it visible to all; this is possible but not certain (W, Ls). 
The infinitives here and in v. 22 are Lukan. But Garticbjvar would 
be the only instance of Lk’s use of an aorist infinitive after év and L 
influence may be suspected (cf éyévero év c@ with a finite verb). Aad 
is the only ““Lukan” term. (22) &yrov and cwpatix@ efdet were easy 
additions. The addition of yevécOa relieves Mk’s pendant nomina- 
tive puvh. 

The problem of the “western” reading in v. 22 is not settled by dis- 
missing it from the text. It evidently had a wide circulation, and it 
must have had a very early origin to have held its ground so long. 
It may even represent the original (pre-Markan) form of the words, 
transmitted by oral or non-canonical written tradition. To Jewish ears 


vy. 22. 1D has etc for ert. 
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it would have the same force as the canonical version, expressing the 
same idea in somewhat more explicit terms. The theological difficulty 
caused by this reading (cf P, Lg) is quite needless; Messiahship (= 
“sonship,” here) was an office of Christ’s humanity and was by no 
means necessarily involved in the Incarnation. 


23-38. The genealogy. 

The first five words make a very clumsy combination! that 
links awkwardly to v. 22, the sense seeming to be, “and he, 
Jesus, when he began his ministry, was . . .” “About thirty” 
is vague and may mean anything (say) from “28” to “32.” 
That Christ’s genealogy is traced through Joseph has probably 
no bearing on 1: 34 f; cf critical note there. But Lk has added 
“as was supposed?” to explain matters to his Gentile readers. 

The names that follow “Joseph” are all unknown until 
“Zerubbabel” and “Shealtiel” are reached, and again until in 
v. 31 “Nathan” occurs (2 Sam 5:14). From this point the lists 
in the Old Testament are followed, but in v. 36 the interposition 
of “Cainan” between “Shelah” and “Arphaxad” is due to the 
LXX (Gen 10: 24; 11:12, and A of t Chron 1:18). The list 
from “Jesus” to “Adam” inclusive contains 77 (11 X 7) names 
and is subdivided into 21 (3 X 7) from “Jesus” to “Zerub- 
babel,” 21 from “Shealtiel” to “Nathan,” 14 (2 X 7) from 
“David” to “Isaac,” and 21 from “Abraham” to “Adam”; 
Abraham, David and Zerubbabel marking the great turning 
points of Israel’s history. 

No one would naturally think of connecting “of God” with 
anything except “Adam ”’; the interpretation (of W) that makes 
a “gigantic parenthesis” (P) of all the names from Joseph to 
Adam is palpably artificial. “Of God” is added in the same 
form as the other genitives; God was not, to be sure, Adam’s 
father in the same sense but the meaning is sufficiently clear. 


v. 23. 1There is much experimenting in the MSS. Ta af f sysp omit 
aexouevos (so WI); 7oo Clem substitute epyouevoc; I‘ omits woet, some minn 
omit ny or o Incous, D Koa place apyowevos after totaxovta (against BNW33L 
sa bo 1 minn X it [exc a] vg), etc. *The order utog wo evoutteto is that of 
BxrwL x minn a, against Ko. 

24-38. W omits the genealogy and D has Mt’s (with some variants). In v. 33 
practically all the MSS begin with tov AutvadaQ tov Aduery, but WH follows 
B in omitting tov AutvadaR (x* sa sys substitute rou Aday. for it, which WHm 
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(23-38) The awkwardness of the first clause of v. 23 shows that Lk 
was using a source; L is the simplest supposition and xat adtés fy 
- .. &exbuevos is three-fold “characteristically L.” The information 
as to Christ’s age was probably contained in this source, and the “bad 
orthography” (Hz) was as likely in a Greek-speaking Jew as in a Gen- 
tile. 

As to the value of this genealogy nothing certain can be said. But 
the present list could scarcely have been created for Christian apolo- 
getic purposes, for such a creation would have followed the Old Tes- 
tament data from Shealtiel to David (as in Mt). In all probability, 
Joseph would have regarded this as his actual genealogy, and it is 
doubtless as reliable as the average list of the day. Lg has an elaborate 
treatment. 

Both Lk and Mt have given lists that are dominated by numerical 
systems. Mt, in order to adhere to his system, has demonstrably 
omitted names, and Lk has no doubt done the same. These omitted 
names would naturally be chosen from the latest ancestors (least 
affected by the glamour of antiquity), when the exigencies of the num- 
ber systems permitted. If a reconciliation of the two genealogies is to 
be attempted, omissions of this sort, coupled with the occasional use 
of some special systems of reckoning paternity, may give the key. 
In contrasting the two, Lk’s non-regal line is preferable to the more 
ambitious table in Mt. 

If Mt’s genealogy had not closed with Abraham, no one would have 
thought of Lk’s “universalism” in closing with Adam (against P, JW). 
And a reference to the Pauline ‘‘Second Adam” (Hz, Z, K) is equally 
fanciful. 


CHAPTER IV 


1-13. The Temptation. 

1. The connection with 3: 22 is close; “having received the 
Spirit, Christ experienced its guidance.” It now appears for 
the first time that the scene of 3: 21-22 was the Jordan bank. 
“Returned” places the “wilderness” near the road from the 
Jordan to Nazareth (v. 16), outside of Galilee (v. 14). This 
indicates the western slope of the Jordan valley (Ghor), a con- 


reads for tou ASuetv). The omission of “Aminadab” does not destroy the number 
sequence, if “Jesus” is included, but no reason for adding this name appears, while 
confusion of the combination TOYAMINAAABTOYAAMEINTOYAPNEI 
would have been very easy. For the (almost endless) variations in the spelling 
the textual works must be consulted. 
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siderable part of which is uninhabitable. On “in the Spirit” 1 
cf. 2: 27; here an ecstatic condition is certainly implied (JW, Z). 
The phrase is ungraceful immediately before “in the wilder- 
ness.” 

2. “During forty days” is most naturally taken with “led,” 
not “tempted,” particularly as Deut 8:2 (“thy God hath led 
thee these forty years in the wilderness . . . to prove thee”) 
must have been in Lk’s mind (Deut 8:3 is quoted in v. 4, 
below). The temptations went on during the whole period, 
but hunger was first felt at its close; Z (very naturally) thinks 
of a decrease in the spiritual exaltation then. Only three temp- 
tations are related, but these seem thought to form the climax. 

3. Hunger prepared for the diabolic suggestion. “If” is 
hardly meant to express doubt, for Christ’s Messiahship was 
only too well known to the demons. ‘‘The Messiah necessarily 
has miraculous endowments; why not use them?” 

4, The reply is from Deut 8:3, quoted exactly according to 
the LXX. God so preserves life in the ordinary course of na- 
ture that lack of bread has no serious significance; cf 12: 23 f. 
Hence an attempt at such a miracle would be an indictment of 
God’s providence. 

5. “Led up” is quite general and a reader would naturally 
supply “into the air,” not “upon a mountain” (as in Mt). 
oti here only; the kingdoms were revealed simultaneously, 
so as to produce a total effect. Z interprets “for an instant 
only,” but this seems hardly relevant. 

6. avT@v! is loosely used ad sens. after TavTyv, but this is 
no reason to doubt the text (against Wl, JW, Hk?). Satan’s 
rule over the world was a dogma in the apocalyptic of the 
period, even if not often explicitly stated (Mart. Isa. 2: 4, “The 
angel of lawlessness who is the ruler of this world”); it was 
almost everywhere assumed that the world was evil and would 
grow steadily worse until the end. So Satan is not conceived 


v. 1. 1b omits. 

v. 2. Ferr A minn intensify the fasting by reading epxyev ouSev oude emtey. 

v. 4. W omits wovw. 

v.6. 1D 700 have toutwy; syp aut7¢; minn omit; sys has “all these kingdoms 
and their glory.” 
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to make a false boast; it is the truth in his words that made the 
temptation keen. “Delivered” is used without much thought 
of an agent, but “by men’s sins” would express the idea. 

7. For mpooxuvety évaimriov cf Rev 3:9; 15:4. “All” may 
refer either to “authority” or “glory,” but the former is pref- 
erable. 

8. The answer is taken from Deut 6:13. Except for the order 
the wording agrees exactly with A (influenced by this passage ?), 
less closely with B. 

9. “Led” continues “led up” inv. 5. “The pinnacle” (here 
and in Mt’s parallel only) must denote some well-known fea- 
ture in the Temple. Exact identification is impossible, but the 
southeast corner (the junction of the Royal “porch” with Solo- 
mon’s) best satisfies the conditions of a dizzy height.1 The 
quotation is from Ps 91:11 f, exactly according to the LXX 
except for the omission of “in thy ways,” an omission that may 
or may not have significance. Most commentators find the 
temptation to lie in the visibility of the act which, if success- 
ful, would compel faith in Christ. But this reads rather too 
much into the text. It is simpler to regard the suggestion as a 
test of the reality of the Messianic vocation by demanding a 
sign. 

12. Again the reply is taken from Deut (6:16, exactly ac- 
cording to the LXX). Such tests are absolutely forbidden. 
W, JW take “Lord” as “Christ,” but this seems most unlikely, 
even as Lk’s conception. é«7meipate is “LXX.” 

13. “Every!” refers to v. 2, as well as to vv. 3-12. a&xpb 
Katpov, “for a time”; not necessarily “until a certain time.” 
Cf Acts 13:11. For the time of Satan’s renewed attack W, P, 
K (cf Hz) think of 22:3, Ls of Gethsemane, but Lk does not 
return explicitly to this indication. And cf 22: 28. 

(1-13) Cf Mt 4: 1-11. 
(t) This verse has a partial parallel in Mk 1: 12f, but the Lk-Mt 
contacts are important here:—’Insodc, the use of (dv)&yetv, the posi- 


v.8. WHm, Ws have the order autw etrev o Inoous with B al pl Ko, but WH 
bracket o (om B). WH, Sdm place reocxuvysets after cov (BNWD al pl). 

v. 9. WH bracket autw (om LH af). 1A has the curious uno to ntepuytoy. 

v. 13. 10m sys, reading the plural ‘“‘temptations.” 
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tion of xvebya (at its second occurrence in Lk), and 8:a86A0v. So 
(as might be expected) the following Q narrative had an introduction. 
Lk has drawn from Mk as well as Q. «cAfens mvebuatos &ylou is 
Lukan (Acts 6:3, 5; 7:55; 11:24), suggested here by Mk’s td xveduax 
abcoy éxB&Aret. éx@%AAet is harsh and Lk has substituted bxéotepev 
(“Lukan”). &xd tod *IopSévou is also from Lk (3:3). Mt’s dvqxOn 
(here only in Mt) is doubtless original, for jyeto is ‘Lukan” and more 
reflected (W, Hk). év t@ mvebyatt is perhaps more “Christian” than 
Mt’s bd tod xvebuatos (W, JW, Hk), although it is not especially 
Lukan (in Acts it occurs only 19: 21). The next five words are from 
Mk, producing the awkward sequence of the two év’s. In Mk Christ 
was tempted throughout the forty days, in Q (apparently) only after 
hunger; in Lk the two conceptions are confused. 

(2) Mt’s telic infinitive is probably original, for it gives a “hard” 
conception, ‘‘led by the Spirit to be tempted.” Mk has softened and 
Lk has followed Mk. “Ate nothing” is a heightening of Mt’s (Q’s) 
“having fasted” (Hz, JW, Hk); the scanty food of the desert was 
perhaps not excluded in the original account (W, Ls). As Lk has al- 
ready used ‘‘forty days,” he makes Q’s phrase general (éxetvats, Ls, 
Hk). ‘Forty nights” may be an addition by Mt (W, Ls), but it hardly 
changes the sense. W holds that Lk’s éxetvar¢ is original and that 
“Ca fast of forty days” has been produced from ‘‘a fast of those days” 
(Q) and “forty days in the wilderness” (Mk); cf JW. The following 
genitive absolute is certainly due to Lk. (3) meoceA@cy is Matthean. 
Q seems to have used 8&&BoAos throughout (W, Hk?, against Hz). 
But Lk’s position of tve and his singular A{@ (“fone loaf enough,” 
although K thinks Lk original) show reflection; Mt is truer to the 
psychology of the situation, where every stone would suggest a loaf of 
bread. (4) éte (here and in v. 11 f) is a stylistic improvement. Mt, 
following a natural tendency, has continued the Old Testament quo- 
tation, but the second part is needless and none too clear. Still, no 
difference of meaning is apparent (against W, Ls). 

It is generally held that Lk has interchanged the second and third 
temptations (P harmonizes by arguing that they were more or less 
simultaneous), but the opinion rests rather on the more natural im- 
pression given by Mt than on any single passage. If any phrase is to 
be cited, Lk may have thought that the words “‘thou shalt not tempt” 
should preclude further temptations (W, JW, Ls, K). Not much can 
be proved from such arguments as, ‘“‘the order country—country—city 
is simpler” (Hz, cf WI), or “‘vv. 5-8 are placed in the air en route for 
Jerusalem” (Ls), or “Satan’s quotation of the Old Testament is a 
climax” (WI, Hk?), or “Lk’s third temptation involves two Old Tes- 
tament quotations” (W). As a matter of fact, however, Lk has the 
true climax, where doubt of the Messianic vocation is insinuated. 
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(5) As no mountain exists which would offer such a prospect, Hk, 
Ls argue that Lk has rationalized. But this difficulty would scarcely 
have occurred to him. His narrative is true to vision psychology (W), 
and Mt may easily have thought dvayayév too vague. But Mt’s 
maparauBdvery is a Q word (Lk 11: 26; 17:34, 35). Here and in wv. 
8, 9 (bis), 13 Lk has an aorist and Mt an historic present; the aorist is 
almost certainly original, for there is no certain case of the historic 
present in Q, while Mt is fond of the construction (78 times). ofxoupévy 
is Lukan (8 times in the Gospel and Acts, once in Mt, not in Mk). 
“Tn a moment of time” is Lk’s gloss; it displaces “‘and their glory,” 
which appears very awkwardly in v. 6. (6) Lk has expanded Q to 
make “all” more explicit, and he has given cot an emphatic position. 
The second clause also is doubtless editorial (W, HK). (7) The ex- 
pansion is continued. évdmtoy is “Lukan,” but Mt may have added 
mecwy in his version. 

(8) Lk’s changed order makes ‘Get thee hence, Satan” impossible, 
even if it stood in Q. Mt’s form of the quotation has the LXX order, 
putting the accent on xéetov. (9) Mt’s xapaAauBdéverv is preferable 
(cf v. 5), but the Hebrew ‘IegoucaAhy tells in Lk’s favor (W, Hk, 
against JW). The second airéy in Mt is needless. Lk seems to have 
added évytedfey (Hk). (ro) Lk has continued the quotation (cf on 
v. 4); the “Lukan” 0d is here from the LXX. (12) én is Matthzan, 
but Mt would not have altered eYontat. Lk has a particular distaste 
for w&Aty. (13) The expansions all show editorial reflection. But it 
is hard to see why Lk would have omitted the angelic ministration, if 
(W) it had stood in Q; Mt has probably taken it from Mk. 

The perfect naturalness of the narrative is inimitable; exaltation on 
discovery of the Messianic vocation, retreat into solitude without a 
thought of care for the body, waning of the ecstacy, and resultant hun- 
ger and depression, which gave a fit moment for the intrusion of dia- 
bolic suggestion. And the temptations exactly summarize the Minis- 
try. They exhibit the refusal to take thought for self, or to accede to 
demands for a sign, or to seek popularity through lowering the moral 
standard. The hypothesis of a secondary origin for these verses seems 
excluded. It would necessitate an editor who could abstract these 
principles from the mass of detailed events, recognize them as temp- 
tations, reclothe them in the concrete form of this section, give the 
whole an accurate psychological background, and (by no means least 
difficult) abstain from explanatory moralizing. Such a task was be- 
yond the powers of any one in the apostolic or post-apostolic age. 

The story was probably told by Christ, in conjunction with that of 
the baptismal experience, in the last part of the Ministry. 


14-15. The beginning of the Ministry. 
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14, After His victory, Christ completed (v. 1) His journey 
back to Galilee, displaying the power of the Spirit in a form 
that attracted universal attention immediately. By “power of 
the Spirit” Lk probably wished to imply that miracles were 
wrought (Z); for the phrase used without miraculous implica- 
tions cf Rom 15: 13, 19. 

15. The teaching activity is introduced in an almost casual 
manner, and the compressed narrative hurries on to give a 
concrete illustration. avT@v,! “the Galileans,” ad sens. 


(14-15) Cf Mk 1: 14-15. 

Lk returns to Mk for a moment; but for the very brief summary of 
Christ’s preaching in Mk v. 15 Lk wishes to substitute a much fuller 
narrative (vv. 16-29). vv. 14b-15, which simply prepare for this sec- 
tion, are made up of clauses anticipated from Mk (1: 28, 39, 22) all of 
which Lk is about to use again (vv. 37, 44, 32). Sxootpégetv in Vv. 14 
is ‘“Lukan.” 


16-30. The synagogue in Nazareth. 

The account of the Ministry proper is opened with a scene 
that Lk evidently considered programmatic; in it Christ for- 
mally proclaims His commission, manifests the power of the 
Spirit, is rejected by His countrymen, and indicates the exten- 
sion of the Gospel to the Gentiles. That the scene really be- 
longed to a later period is evidenced by v. 23. 

16. The Aramaic form Nafapa! (8 983) occurs elsewhere 
only in Mt 4:13. The explanation that Nazareth was Christ’s 
home? is superfluous so soon after 2:39, 51, and is probably 
another indication of a transposition of the place of the sec- 
tion. The plural cafBard in the sense of the singular seems 
to be due to misunderstanding the transliteration of NNW, 
aided by such good Greek forms as yevéoua (Mk 6:21). Lk 
generally uses the singular (in contrast to Mk and Mt), but he 
alone among New Testament writers has the form 7muépa rod 
oaBBdrou (13:14, 16; 14:5) or juepa TOY caBBdrwv (Acts 
13:14; 16:13). oaBBarov is metaplasmic, having the dative 

v.15. 1Dab1 omit. 


v.16. 1So B*x 33 sa. af. Sd prefixes the article (against BsWLD al). 2 Ti, 
WHm read avatebpapyevos (SWLO x Ferr al HF); otherwise the simple verb, 
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plural in the third declension (v. 31), the other cases in the 
second. 

The officiants at a synagogue service were chosen by the 
“ruler” (cf on 8: 41), and any visitor might receive an invita- 
tion to speak (cf Acts 13:15). The exact routine of the service 
ca. 30 A.D. is uncertain, but the Shema‘, a lesson from the 
Law and one from the prophets, an address (or instruction), 
and a final benediction seem to have been in vogue everywhere 
(cf GJV, ii, pp. 526-544). A regular lectionary for the Law 
appears to have existed, but nothing is known of one for the 
prophets; Lk writes as if the Book of Isaiah were prescribed for 
that particular Sabbath, while the reader was left free to select 
any passage in it. If, as Lk implies, the reader of the prophets 
was also the preacher, this would be a comprehensible practice; 
the preacher might choose his own text from the roll handed 
him. avéorn,3 “mounted on the platform from which the 
officiant conducted the service.”” The reader probably trans- 
lated the Hebrew into Aramaic. 

17. The rolls were kept in a special “ark,” and were brought 
to the platform by the hazan or sexton (mnpérns, v. 20). 
Hv yeypaupevov is the only periphrastic pluperfect in Lk. 
avarticoew (if read) here only. 

18-19. A free citation of Isa 61: 1-2a (LXX), one clause 
being omitted and a few words added from 58: 6; this combina- 
tion of passages is probably accidental, but it does not affect 
the sense. In Lk “anointed” looks back on Christ’s baptism, 
while “Spirit” takes up vv. 1, 14. Lk must have meant “cap- 
tives” and “bruised” to be taken allegorically and so, doubt- 
less, “blind” also. There is no reason to suppose that Lk meant 
“year” to be taken of the length of the ministry (against Ls); 
by “the acceptable year of the Lord” (Lev 25:10) he would 
naturally have understood “the time of God’s proffered sal- 
vation.” Probably he interpreted this of the period beginning 


* Placed after Homov in v. 17 by © sys. 

v.17. WH, Ws read avotSac (BWLA minn &), against avartufas in x Ko 
(Ti, Sd). But the latter verb may be due to v. 20. D has artugac, with no object. 
The article before tomov is omitted by Ti (so NW 33 L minn &); WH brackets. 
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with Christ’s proclamation and ending with the Parousia. Still, 
it is just possible (JW) that Lk regarded the passage as a pre- 
diction of a still future Kingdom. atypddwros, avdBreys 
and Opaveuv here only. 

20. In the “sermon” (instruction) the preacher sat.! 3rrvocew 
here only. areviGew in 22:56 and ten times in Acts (cf espe- 
cially Acts 6: 15), otherwise only in 2 Cor 3: 7, 13. 

21. “Began” contrasts the beginning of the address with the 
preceding lection (W), not with the expectant silence (P), but 
no stress should be laid on the word. “In your ears” is ob- 
scure. The sense may be either “The Scripture which you have 
heard? is fulfilled” (P, Wl, JW, K), or, “My voice, which ye 
hear, fulfils the Scripture” (W, Hz). In either case, Lk meant 
his readers to understand “I am the promised Messiah.” 

22. “Bare him witness” may be rendered “acknowledged 
their admiration.” ydpctos is a genitive of quality; the mean- 
ing in this context approximates “graceful” (not “gracious”’); 
“fascinating” gives the sense. The changed attitude (against 
WI, K) in the final clause is very abruptly and unskilfully in- 
troduced with a third “and.’’! 

23. Christ’s rejoinder ignores the first two clauses of v. 22, 
giving a harsh connection. For wdavtas, “assuredly,” cf Acts 
21:22; 28:4 (not in Mk or Mt). W, Hz find a genuine com- 
parison implied in “parable,” by taking “thyself” as = “Naz- 
areth”’:—“ You will say in an allegory, ‘Help your own city.’” 
Most other scholars with greater probability render rapaBory 
by “proverb”:—“Establish your claims by direct evidence.” 
The saying was familiar in all parts of the Empire (Jl, K). 
eis! is “unto,” not a substitute for év. 

24. “And he said” is very awkward here, where there is 
certainly no suggestion of a pause (against P). And the con- 
nection with what follows is likewise not smooth, for vv. 25 f 


vv. 18-19. The MSS naturally enlarge this quotation from the context in Isa. 
v. 20. !Ta, syp read ‘‘went and sat.” 

v.21. 1 The actual reading in Ta. Ferr al generalize by omitting «uty. 

v. 22. 11" softens by omitting ouxe. 

v. 23. 1Madeevin Ko. A few minn omit yevoueva. 
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speak of the attitude of the prophets towards the people, not 
vice versa (cf Ls). 

25. The almost verbal repetition of the opening words of 
v. 24 is inelegant. The reference is to 1 K 17. “Three years 
and six months!” is in conflict with 1 K 18:1 (“in the third 
year”), but the same period is given likewise in Jas 5:17 and 
so must rest on current tradition. (This tradition was probably 
created by the apocalyptic period of Dnl 7: 25; 12: 7, Rev 11: 2, 
etc). “The land” may or may not mean “Palestine.” 

26. The contrast between Israel and the Gentiles here and in 
v. 27 need not point anything more than God’s freedom, but 
Lk and his readers would have thought of the rejection of the 
Jews. WI thinks that y7jpa was due to taking AON (“ Syrian,” 
“Gentile”) for MON (“widow”); the suggestion is interest- 
ing but unnecessary (JW, K). 

28-29. It is altogether probable that Lk thought this out- 
burst of wrath due to the favorable mention of the Gentiles; cf 
Acts 22: 22f. Nazareth is built on the slope of a hill, and there 
are several declivities in the neighborhood that may answer the 
description in the text. épdpts and kataxpnuvifev? here only. 

30. Lk undoubtedly meant to relate a miracle. He may also 
have seen an allegory in this verse (Ls), but he has given no 
indication of this. 


(16-30) Cf Mk 6: 1-6a, Mt 13: 54-58 for a rough parallel. 

The loose Semitic style of the section is sufficient proof that it is not 
Lk’s own composition (cf Wl). L is indicated as the source by %pEato 
in v. 21 and duh in v. 24. Moreover, of the other two uses of Sate 
telic in Lk, 9: 52 is certainly from L and 20: 20 probably so. Note the 
contact between vv. 29f and Jn 8:59. For Oavudtew éxt (v. 22) cf 
on 2:33. In L this section evidently (vv. 16, 23) stood at some later 
point and has been transferred here by Lk (against W). 

(16) Lk would never have written Nat«p& (contrast chs. 1-2 and 
Acts 10: 38). eiw6é¢ is doubtless an alteration of L’s #0c. Lk was 
doubtless familiar with synagogue ritual, but in an account of his own 


v. 24. Sdm adopts vytv Aeyw (A Ko), because of its uniqueness. @3 omit 
upty. Ti has exutov (NWD). 

v. 25; WH, Ws omit ott; the evidence is complicated and rather pointless. 
1 The unusual preceding ext is omitted in WH non mg with BD minn lat (exc a) sy. 

y. 29. Cal Ko change the telic wote into et¢ to. 1 Simple verb in MK al. 


54 ST. LUKE 


he would hardly have taken so much for granted. (18) ebayyeAtCecbat 
is here from the LXX and so is not “Lukan.”’ (20) The second clause 
may be a Lukan addition. (22) W, JW think that Lk has introduced 
the last clause in order to soften the transition to v. 23, taking his mate- 
rial from Mk 6:3. But Mk does not mention Joseph, and without this 
clause the transition would be incredibly harsh; Lukan manipulation of 
the first part of the verse is more likely. (23) xévtw¢ is from Lk. 
JW suggests that the “parable” was uttered by the people in L, and 
that Lk has softened the irreverence by transferring it to Christ. This 
would explain the clumsy elney 3é in the next verse. (24) A remi- 
niscence of Mk 6:4, with the first few words from L. 3extéc is per- 
haps from v. 19. (25) Lk, on resuming L, recopied Christ’s opening 
words, varying them slightly. In the final clause, &¢ conjunctive and 
ytvecOat éxt with accusative are “Lukan.” (26) xéwxew is “Lukan.” 
(28) This verse has such similarity to Acts 13:45 and 19: 28 as to 
suggest Lukan redaction or even composition. (29) dvactkytes is 
“Lukan” and needless. &yew is “Lukan.” The author of this verse 
knew the topography of Nazareth. (30) déoyecbar is “Lukan.” 

This account is plainly an elaborated version of the event related 
in Mk 6: 1-6, but (apart from v. 24) it shows no trace of dependence 
on Mk. The motive that Lk construed as hostility to the Jews is 
really only hostility to the Nazarenes, and the favorable mention of 
the Gentiles is less pointed than in 7:9, 11:31 f. Nazareth, appar- 
ently, was unreceptive to Christianity in L’s day, and maltreatment 
of Christian missionaries there may have something to do with the po- 
lemic in this section. vy. 28-30 are obviously allegorical. 

As regards the remainder of the section, the sayings in vv. 23-27 
are not characteristic enough to give much basis for discussion. The 
quotation from Isaiah was a Jewish-Christian proof-text, but it may 
very well have been used by Christ in His public teaching (JW); in 
reality, it contains only a commission to proclaim the Kingdom, not 
a claim to Messiahship. 


31-37. The synagogue in Capernaum. 

The rejection in Nazareth is paralleled by the enthusiasm in 
Capernaum. 

31. “Came down” from the hill country around Nazareth. 
For the benefit of his readers Lk describes Capernaum.! éy 
rots oadBBacw may be translated here by either a singular (cf 
on v. 16) or a plural; the latter? seems preferable in view of the 
rather general language. “Them,” “the citizens,” ad sens. 


v. 31. 1D expands from Mt 4:13. *So the Vss. 
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32. Astonishment was caused by Christ’s authoritative cer- 
tainty (in contrast to the scribal arguments from precedent, 
etc). The appeal of Christ’s words to the conscience (P) is not 
directly relevant. 

33. That the Sabbath teaching occurred in a synagogue did 
not need explicit mention. On one occasion, a man was present 
who “had a spirit which was an unclean demon”; Sacpoviov 
is an appositive, not a possessive, genitive! (against W). As 
“demon” to Greek ears need not denote an evil being, “un- 
clean” is added; the combination is found here only, as Lk 
takes the adjective for granted subsequently. The “unclean- 
ness”’ is moral and religious, not specifically sexual; in the New 
Testament a connection between demoniac possession and im- 
purity is never asserted. 

Lk’s interpretation of certain diseases as possession is not 
open to question. And that Christ did not question the 
opinions of the day is equally certain; such sayings as 10:17 f 
and 11:19 are scarcely to be explained away by “accommoda- 
tion.” There is no New Testament evidence that possession 
was due to special sin; it is thought of as a simple misfortune 
(Mk 9: 21). 

34. Lk regarded demoniac testimony to Christ’s nature as 
highly important, for demons had supernatural knowledge. 
€a! (here only) belongs to the poetic vocabulary of the Greek 
tragedies. Tt suiv kal ool, “what have we in common?,” 
“for what purpose are we brought together?” The following 
clause is best taken declaratively, for destruction of the demons 
was a recognized Messianic work. “Holy One? of God” is not 
known in the Jewish sources as a title for the Messiah, but its 
non-appearance is probably mere accident; cf dyvos ava€, 
“Holy Prince” (Sib. iii, 49), “Righteous One” (Enoch 38: 2). 

The outburst of the insane man was probably incited by the 
character of Christ’s preaching, which dealt with the near ad- 
vent of the Messianic Kingdom. To attribute it to “an instinc- 


v. 33. 1D latt simplify into rvevna datuovioy axafaptoy; WI thinks datuovtov 
is original and that the usual reading is the result of an alteration and a conflation. 
v. 34. 10m 33 sa bo D syj af it [exc q] sys. *579 has 0 urog tou Oeov. 
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tive recognition of His holiness” (P) is to assume the reality of 
the possession. 

35. The testimony is sharply rebuked. No reason is given, 
but the Synoptic tradition elsewhere insists that Christ guarded 
against any premature disclosal of His office. At the exorcism 
the man fell as if thrown down violently, yet Christ’s power 
was so perfect, that he suffered no harm.1 “In the midst?” 
means little more than “publicly.” 

36. Ls takes Adyos as a Hebraism, “event,” but Christ’s 
command is probably meant. The subject of “commandeth” 
may be “this word.” é€ovela and Svvaws are used here with 
no distinction (cf g: 1, Rev 17: 13). 

87. 7x05 here only in the sense of “report”; in 21:35, Acts 
2:2, Heb 12: 19 it means “noise.” 


(31-37) Cf Mk 1: 21-28; no parallel in Mt. 

(3r) In Mk another scene in (or near) Capernaum precedes this; 
hence Lk’s xatA8ev (almost peculiar to him) for Mk’s etcropeboytat. 
And Lk generalizes Mk’s description of a special sabbath. Lk avoids 
the repetition of “synagogue” (Mk vv. 21, 23). (32) Mk’s third men- 
tion of the teaching is dropped. Lk omits Mk’s reference to the scribes, 
as their method of teaching was unfamiliar to his readers; Hz compares 
1 Cor 2:4, but this is hardly relevant. Mk’s phrasing is made more 
formal. (33) év of demoniac possession is found only in Mk (here 
and in 5: 2) and in both cases Lk has %ywy; he reserves év rvebuate 
for inspiration. ‘With a loud voice” is anticipated from Mk v. 26, 
apparently to give greater emphasis to the demon’s testimony to 
Christ. (35) é&pyecOat &xé is “Lukan.” Mk’s oxkoaéay, “rend in 
pieces,” is softened, although Lk uses the word in Mk’s sense in 9: 39. 
eig tb wgcov compensates for the transposition of pwyv7 peyéAn. The 
final clause was obviously indicated. (36) yévecOot éxt with accusa- 
tive is “Lukan.” Mk uses @au8etcat three times and @4u80¢ not at all, 
Lk uses the noun three times and the verb not at all. Mk’s three 
abrupt exclamations have been smoothed into a single question, which 
lays the whole emphasis on the miracle and disregards the teaching. 
éy éEouclg conforms to v. 32. é&¢eyovrat is more concrete than Mk’s 
Sraxobovay abt. (37) Mk’s phrasing is made more formal, and his 
superfluous eW@0¢ navtaxod is dropped. /The imperfect is preferable 
to Mk’s aorist and Galilee has been named in y. 31. 


38-41. Healings in Capernaum. 
v. 35. 1 W omits this last detail. 2? Ko omits to, and it the whole phrase. 
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38. After “he rose up” W supplies “from the teacher’s seat 
in the synagogue,” but the verb is often used without particu- 
lar significance.t Simon is introduced without explanation as a 
person familiar to Lk’s readers, but the addition of “Peter” 
might have been expected; in Acts “Simon” is always ex- 
plained. The fever was “great,” for a person with light fever 
would not have been in bed (W). The subject of “besought?” 
is probably “the members of the household” (cf critical note). 
For the construction €pwtay repé in this sense cf Jn 16: 26; 
17:9, 20, and contrast Mt 19:17, Lk 9:45, Jn 18: 10. 

39. The healing is described as an exorcism. édvo, “at her 
head,” the exorcist’s position (JW, K), not “bent over her” 
(W). “Rebuked” as in v. 35. “Them” refers to the subject 
of “besought.” The augment in Sunxdvec (as if from &:-aKovely) 
is usual in late Greek. 

40. At sunset the Sabbath ended and the “work” of carry- 
ing out the sick was lawful. So “when the sun was setting” 
should mean “during the twilight.’”’ The sick are healed by 
imposition of hands, as in 13:13, Mk 6:5, Acts 6:6, etc. 
Note the imperfects,! “one case after another.” 

41. Cf vv. 34f. The demoniacs are distinguished carefully 
from the sick; cf critical note. 


(38-41) Cf Mk 1: 29-34, Mt 8: 14-17. 

There are no Lk—Mt contacts in this section. The common omis- 
sions are:—From Mk v. 29 e@6¢ and é&A@évtec (superfluous) and 
the three proper names (needless, but Lk’s plurals in vv. 38f are due 
to this list of names in Mk). From Mk v. 30 2006¢. Mk. v. 33 is a 
mere graphic detail. 

(38) dvastks is “Lukan,” and requires &x6 (not éx) after it. 
The omission of Mk’s list of names results in the ungraceful juxtaposi- 
tion of the two occurrences of Dtwovog. ouvéyety is ‘Lukan.” 
wey&Aq is more medically exact (W) but may tend also to heighten the 
miracle (Hz, Ls). égowtay is “Lukan.”’ In Mk the cure is unexpected, 


v. 38. 1syp has “going forth.” 24has the singular. 

v. 40. !WHm has the aorist eQepateuvcey (NCA al Ko), but this is conformed 
to Mk—-Mt. But it produced a corresponding aorist (in fewer MSS) for exttrBetc. 
Conversely the imperfects created nyov in W. 

v.41. WH non mg, Ws read e&exero, against the (harder) plural in xC 33 3) 
1 Ferr minn X. Ti, Ws, Sdm have xepavyaGovta (WAD A al pl Ko); it is much 
the harder reading. 
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as power to heal disease could not be deduced from the preceding 
exorcism; in Lk the cure is construed as an exorcism and so is be- 
sought. Lk’s conception would not have been that of the better physi- 
cians of his day. (39) Lk heightens Christ’s remoteness. égrotévat, 
mapaxehua and dvacté¢ are “Lukan.” (40) Lk retains only half of 
Mk’s double note of time, omitting the late form épta, which he never 
employs. Mk’s %gepov (changed to the “Lukan” #yayoy) is given 
a subject and the account slightly remodelled in consequence. Mk’s 
xanasg #xovtes (used by Lk in 5:31; 7:2) is replaced by doevoivtac, 
while vécors mommtAats is anticipated from Mk v. 34. Lk also in- 
troduces the normal method of effecting a cure, scarcely with any idea 
’ of heightening the miracle (against Hz) and generalizes Mk’s ‘‘many.” 
(41) é&€pyecbat &x6 is ‘Lukan.” The usual outcry of the demons is 
supplied, worded as in Mk 3:11 (a reminiscence?). émttydy as in 
vv. 35, 39 or Mk 3:12. Out of the 11 New Testament occurrences of 
é&y, 9 are Lukan. In the final clause Lk fills out the sentence. 
In Mk the healings are represented as unfinished, ‘“‘they brought all, 
. . - he healed many.” To avoid being beset with requests to heal 
the others, Christ arose before dawn and left the city, declaring that 
His commission was to preach (Mk vv. 35-38). In v. 40, Lk (for com- 
prehensible reasons) has declared that “they brought many, . . . he 
healed all.” In consequence he has been obliged to remodel Mk wv. 
35-38 somewhat drastically (see below). 


42-44, Departure from Capernaum. 

42. The “desert place” appears simply as a stage on the 
journey to the next city (v. 43) and the reason for mentioning 
it is left obscure. As all the sick had been healed, the desire of 
the people was prompted by personal affection and hunger for 
teaching,—‘‘a wish to monopolize” (P). Note the strong 
katetyov and the carefully discriminated tenses, “kept on 
seeking until they found and then tried to keep.” 

43. “Must,”! “by God’s commission.” Cf on 3:18; to Lk 
“preach the Kingdom” would mean “teach Christianity.” 
The phrase to Aramaic ears might have the sense “tell the 
good news that the Kingdom is near,”’ but cf critical note. The 
“Kingdom” ? is mentioned here for the first time; Lk takes for 
granted that it had been proclaimed from v. 15 on. @mreoTaAnp,3 
“sent from heaven” (W, Hz, P, Ls, K); cf 1: 26. 

v.43. 1WHm, Ws have the order Set we (BWD lat syp [in various positions]). 


2 x* has to evwyyeAtov. %Sd (non mg) has the perfect (against BRWLD 1x Ferr 
minn X); sys omits ott... ameotaAny. 
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44, eis! here is “pregnant,” “went into and preached in.” 
“Judea”? is “Palestine,” as always in Lk apart from 3:1 and 
2 Ey, 


(42-44) Cf Mk 1: 35-39; no parallel in Mt. 

Cf note at end of last section. Lk removes all tokens of haste in 
Christ’s departure, quite possibly because he did not understand their 
motive in Mk. Mk’s inelegant é&)A@ev xat dxqAOev is improved, 
but Lk’s retention of %pnuwoy téxov is a confusing reminiscence of Mk. 
As in Lk Christ is journeying to the next village, Mk’s xaxet xpoonlyeto 
is dropped; it reappears at the end of Lk’s next Markan section (5: 16). 
Simon and his companions are heightened into the ‘‘ multitudes,” who 
speak for themselves; the wording throughout is made more formal. 
W, Ls, K note that in Lk no disciples have as yet been called. (43) 
&tepo¢ is ““Lukan”’; Hz detects a “universalizing” motive in the word 
(!). Mk’s xneb§w is amplified at length. é&jA@ov in Mk meant only 
“from Capernaum,” but the word is ambiguous and LK read it in the 
light of apostolic doctrine (cf especially Ls); note the Set. (44) The 
change of Mk’s “all of Galilee” into “Judea” is probably to exalt the 
dimensions of Christ’s work (W, Ls, K). The final clause of Mk vy. 
39 is taken for granted. 


CHAPTER V 


1-11. The first disciples. 

1. Although 4:44 leads the reader to expect another syna- 
gogue scene, an account of open air preaching is given instead. 
The crowd appears as in 4: 42. Only in Lk is Christ’s preaching 
called “the word of God” (8:11, 21; 11:28), the technical 
term for the apostolic message (Acts 4:31; 6:2, etc). The 
name “lake! of Gennesaret”’ is found only here in the New 
Testament, but it is used also by Josephus in Anit XVIII, ii, 
t (28) (Mevynoapitis) and BJ III, x, 7 (506) (Tewneoap); 
Gennesaret was specifically the name of the fertile plain lying 
just south of Capernaum (Mk 6:53). Lk’s topography in this 
verse is characteristically vague, for it is only from the pres- 
ence of St. Peter and his companions that the nearness of 

v. 44. 1So in B8WY Ferr Q minn (Ti, WH, Ws, Sdm). Otherwise ev with 
the dative. ?IaAtAatac (Ti, with “DA al pl Ko) is a palpable correction. W 


has twy Tloudatwy; ahas autwy, 
v. I. 1x* omits Atuyny. 
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Capernaum can be deduced (and Lk nowhere mentions that 
Capernaum lay on the lake). 

The style is very Hebraistic?, and the simple «af between 
émixetoOat and axovew is ungraceful. 

2. The repetition of “standing by the lake” is awkward, 
especially as the force of the preposition is different. 

3. By using the boat! Christ avoided the inconvenience im- 
plied in v. 1. évavdyewv? only in v. 4 and Mt a1: 18. 

4, The command was given for the sole purpose of working 
a miracle. Hz objects that St. Peter had no motive for obey- 
ing this command, but vv. 31-41 were enough to teach respect 
for Christ’s injunctions. The plural “let down” (xaAdoate?) 
includes the servants only, for the “partners” of v. 10 were 
not in this boat (v. 7). @ypa? here and v. g only. 

5. The work of fishers is best carried on at night. émuotdta 
is found only in Lk (6 times). It is used exclusively by disci- 
ples, while Ssddoxade is used exclusively by non-disciples. 
«tpt is used by either class; paBBef does not occur in Lk. 
yaraow,! “T will give orders to let down.” 

6. Ls (fancifully) sees here an intentional allegory of St. 
Peter’s success in Gentile work after failing to convert the 
Jews. Swepijocero! is inceptive, “began to tear.” 


2D remodels. * Changed to tov in CD al Ko. 

v. 2. There is a rather notorious textual confusion in this verse. BW minn sa 
bo af sy read tAota vo (WH non mg); DO minn latt vg have 3vo mAotz; x* has 
mAota without vo. The other authorities (except a) read duo tAotweta. But Ws, 
Sd print mAotaeta Suo (so a), arguing that the evidence for this order is convinc- 
ing, while mAota is due to vv. 3, 7. Z queries 5vo. 

Ti, WH have the simple verb exAvuyvay (-oy), with BNWC*LD al X, but the 
sequence of AII’s must have been very confusing, and amexAuvay (Ws, Sd, with 
A@AR al) may be right (7womAvvety here only). This same confusion may be 
responsible for the omission of at in x*, of ex autwy in R latt vg, and of aw autwy 
anoBaytes in af. sys presupposes avafaytes (similarly in v. 3). 

v. 3. Before Xtywyvos Sd inserts the article in brackets (against BNW LD 157). 
'Ti (xD af) has ev tw xAoww (not in Sd’s apparatus). For oAvyoy D reads ocov 
osoy (WI). ? Changed only in minn to avey. 

v. 4. 1sy even have the plural enavayayete; W has exavayayetat. 21 al om 
ets aYpay. 

v. 5. Sd inserts in brackets o before Stwwy, autw after etmev, and (with Ws) 
tS before yuxtog (in each case against Bx with other testimony). He also (non 
mg) has the singular to dtxtvov (against BxWD al latt; similarly in vy. 6). 
1 The pluralization in “KIT minn sys was easy. D paraphrases Simon’s reply and 
blends it with the next verse. 

v. 6. 1Sd reads Steppnyvuto (against BkW 33 L minn); C has Steppyto. 
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7. They “beckoned,” probably because they were too far 
from the beach to call; the verb here only. péroyos, “partner,” 
elsewhere only in Heb (5 times). ovAdAapuBavew, “to help” 
(cf Phil 4:3), a meaning found nowhere else! among the ten 
other occurrences of the verb in Lk and Acts. BuOifeoOar 
(x Tim 6:9 only) is inceptive,? “began to sink.” 

8. “Depart from me!” need express no more than simple 
terror at the presence of the supernatural, and it is not to be 
analyzed too closely (against P). Ls argues that the exclama- 
tion could not have been uttered in a boat, but this is over- 
literal. The combination “Simon Peter?” is not found else- 
where in Lk or Acts, and its purpose here is obscure. St. Peter’s 
fright at this miracle is also difficult to explain. No such emo- 
tion was caused by the miracles in 4:35, 39 ff, although these 
were more striking. mpoom(mtew tots yovactv? here only; it 
is a good Greek use. 

9. Cf 4:36. mepréyev in t Pet 2:6 only. 

10. The proper names are awkwardly placed!; this informa- 
tion should have been given in v. 7. Note the periphrastic fu- 
ture. Swypeiv in 2 Tim 2: 26 only. 

11. The plural is abrupt, for Christ had called only St. Peter 
in v. to. And, strictly speaking, “they” should include the 
servants of v. 9, for vv. 9-100 form only a single sentence (Ls). 
But the sense is clear. Older commentators sometimes puz- 
zled over the fate of the fish caught in the miraculous draught. 


(z-11) Cf Mk 1: 16-20, Mt 4: 18-25 for a rough parallel. 

From L; cf éyéveto év tH... xat adtd¢ Hy with participle in v. 1, 
G&uaetwA6s in v. 8, and &xd tod viv in v. ro. The proportion of other 
non-Lukan words is unusually large. 

The narrative as a whole is quite independent of the parallel in 


v. 7. Ws, Sd (in brackets) have an additional tots after wetoxots (CA al Ko). 
1D actually reads Bonfety here. ?D inserts napa ct: cf “almost” in af c rsy. 

v. 8. ! xugte is omitted in x* af, and is variously placed in latt sy; it could easily 
have been added. D latt insert napaxaAw. 2? But WD Ferr latt sys omit Iletgoc. 
3 goaty in sa bo D 1x minn latt sy. 

v.9. D restricts the terror to Simon. Before cuveAaGov BD 213 & (WH non mg) 
have wy in place of n; © latt have ny. 

v. 10. !Its nouns are put in the nominative by & latt. WH omit the article 
before Incous (BL bo). D af paraphrase this verse and the next. 

v. 11. Sd reads anavta. 
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Mk, while it is much more like the resurrection story in Jn 27. In 
the latter case, Christ’s command similarly enables St. Peter to make 
an unusually successful haul after a night’s fruitless labors, and the 
miracle is followed similarly with an account of St. Peter’s penitence. 
WI thinks that Jn’s version is based directly on Lk’s, but the differ- 
ences are too many, while such an immediate use of a Synoptic section 
is contrary to Jn’s method. On the other hand, the similarities are cer- 
tainly sufficient to indicate a common origin of some sort (so usually, 
except P, Lg). As the narratives stand, Jn’s seems the more original. 
In Lk the miracle is a mere public display of power, a “sign,” such as 
Christ uniformly refused to give. In Jn this element is much less promi- 
nent. In Lk the exaggerated terror of St. Peter is baffling but in Jn’s 
resurrection vision it is perfectly in keeping (W, JW, Ls), especially in 
view of St. Peter’s denial. Note also the xdgte in Lk and cf Jn 21: 7. 

Ls holds that Lk deliberately changed a resurrection story into a 
version of St. Peter’s call, but no Evangelist would do such pointless 
violence to an accepted tradition. In oral sources, however, the trans- 
fer would have been less difficult, for the call of St. Peter was an im- 
mensely important event, one that could easily attract to itself a 
vaguely dated story. 

(1) Tevynoxeét probably stood in L, but Lk added at least tod 
QeoS to the verse, if not the whole clause xat ... @eod (Ls). 
émxetobat in 23:23 (L), Acts 27: 20. (2) Cf Mk 3:9; 4:1; L seems 
to have had a parallel tradition. But the number “two” is perhaps a 
recollection of the two groups in Mk 1:16, 19. (3) Hz, JW, Ls think 
that the final clause is taken directly from Mk 4:1, but something 
must have stood here in L. égwté&y is ‘“Lukan.” (4) &¢ conjunctive 
is “Lukan.” (5) émot&ta and $jua are “Lukan.” (6) Hz finds an 
elaborate allegory here. “‘Their nets were breaking,” he thinks, is 
meant as a contrast to “they were mending their nets” in Mk 1: 10. 
The “‘fish” symbolize converts, and the whole story refers to the Jew- 
ish-Gentile disputes in the earliest church (!). WI, with greater plausi- 
bility, argues that “the net was not broken” in Jn 21: 11 was meant 
as a reply to Lk here, but even this is only guesswork. (7) &tepo¢ 
and tod with the infinitive are ““Lukan.” (8) Cf general discussion 
above. guaptwiés has nothing to do with Lk’s insistence on Christ’s 
love for sinners (against Hz). é&€pyecOar &x6 and avo are ‘Lukan.” 
(9) This verse is so like 4:36 as to indicate Lk’s hand and (with v. 
tod) it can be dropped to the marked improvement of the narrative. 
oby is “Lukan.” (10) bpotws . . . ZeBedatou is a reminiscence of 
Mk 1:19, while of . . . Xtuwvt connects this insertion with L. Origi- 
nally, Christ replied directly to St. Peter’s exclamation. (rr) The awk- 
ward plurals (which could not originally have been singulars) and the 
similarity to Mk 1: 18 again show Lk’s hand; L closed with the climax 
given by Christ’s words. 
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For discussion of the historic value of the narrative the special 
treatises on the Resurrection must be consulted. Comparison with 


Gilgamesh (cf K) is not helpful. 

12-16. Cleansing of a leper. 

12. “One of the cities” takes up 4:43. “Full of leprosy”; 
the disease was not confined to a single spot but had spread 
over the body. How the sufferer was allowed to enter the city 
is not explained; P refers to Lev 13: 12f, but here the man’s 
uncleanness is asserted. Cf critical note. The unclean man 
makes no attempt to approach Christ, but falls on his face as 
soon as he sees Him. 

13. The touch is the usual means of healing, and so need not 
denote any unusual compassion. 

14. From indirect discourse Lk passes unconsciously into di- 
rect. For the law of cleansing cf Lev 14: 1-32. “Unto them” ! 
most naturally refers (ad sens.) to “no one,” “that men may 
know that you are clean” (W, Hz?, WI, Ls). P, Z connect 
“them” with “the priest,” “that the priests may know that 
I obey the Law.” But this would call for the plural. Christ’s 
legalistic fidelity was not as yet in question. 

The injunction to silence would then seem best understood 
as, “preserve your separateness until the Law has been ful- 
filled.” But this accords badly with vv. 15-16, where the com- 
mand appears as due to Christ’s desire to avoid being beset 
with applicants for cures. So the cure must have been per- 
formed in secret, presumably in a house, but how the leper 
was allowed to enter this house is again not explained.? 

15. The leper is not held responsible for the breach of secrecy. 
Whether “him” refers to this man or to Christ is not clear. 

16. Christ refuses even to teach the crowds, and withdraws 
entirely to devote Himself to prayer; P tries to harmonize with 
Mk. bzroyepeiv in g: 10 only. 

(12-16) Cf Mk 1: 40-45, Mt 8: 2-4. 
The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 12 t806 and xdere. In v. 13 the order 

v. 12. Sd has xat tOwy, against tOwy de of Bx sa bo minn af; f sy have no con- 
junction. 


v. 13. WH, Ws read Acywy with BSWLD® al Ferr minn; otherwise etrwy. 
v. 14. 1 Marcion D latt pl have uuty (“you Jews” ?). ? D inserts all of Mk 1: 45. 
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Hato aicod, et0éws (not eff4c), and the participle before 6éAw. The 
common omissions are-—From Mk v.40 6tt. From Mk v. 41 oxAay- 
yvtcbets. All of Mk v.43, which exhibits apparently unmotived anger 
on Christ’s part. From Mk v. 44 undéy. 

Only the contacts in v. 12 can have the least importance, but W 
thinks that they, coupled with the fact that Mt has no parallel to 
vv. 15 f (Mk v. 45), point to a Q version. This, he holds, ran about as 
in Mt. He notes that in this case the injunction to silence loses its 
ambiguity and the narrative offers no difficulties. 

(12) To link back into Mk, after the L insertion, Lk repeats “‘city” 
from v. 43. This confuses the narrative; in Mk the leper came to 
Christ in the open country. The style of the first few words is copied 
from v.1, giving an L phrase (éyéveto év 7@ . . . xat) ina “Markan” 
section. The substitution of i806 for Mk’s éZpyeta: is hard to ex- 
plain, especially as no verb follows (giving another L phrase), and W’s 
explanation deserves serious attention. dyfe is “Lukan.” sxdjens 
heightens the miracle. idv . . . *Incodv is necessitated by the omis- 
sion of Mk’s Zoyetat. Mk’s illogical order “‘beseeching, . . . kneeling, 
. . . Saying” is improved, and the reverence for Christ made more in- 
tense. déec0ar is “Lukan.” Lk does not add xtere to Mk else- 
where; a trace of Q? (13) Mk’s xat éxaGeptc8y is superfluous. (14) 
attés here is emphatic (after the preceding ato), so the xat aités is 
not an L phrase. xapayyéAXetv is ‘Lukan.” (14) Mk’s not very elegant 
dpa pndevt undsv efxyns is smoothed into indirect discourse, but the 
influence of Mk immediately prevails over rhetorical consistency. 
a&xeOcy is more sympathetic than Mk’s command (W), and Lk dis- 
likes bxéyetv but is fond of xaOds. (15) The leper’s disobedience is 
dropped; perhaps Lk thought it inconsistent with his gratitude to 
Christ. d:éexecbart is ‘Lukan.” Mk leaves the reader to understand 
that the report of the miracle brought crowds, but Lk prefers to state 
this explicitly. The motive of the people was an obvious addition, but 
&xobety makes the withdrawal of Christ seem harsh. Oepanebety dx 
is peculiar to Lk (6:18; 7:21; 8:2). (16) Cf on 4:42. Lk, ap- 
parently, is unwilling to suggest that Christ was defeated in His search 
for solitude, but cf 9: 10 f. 


17-26. The paralytic. 

17. With the vague phrase “on one of the days” Lk resumes 
the account of Christ’s activity. The “days” here must be 
days of that part of the ministry (P), not “days of the retire- 
ment,” which was at an end (against W, Hz). That the follow- 
ing scene took place in a house does not appear until v. 19. Lk 
assumes that his readers knew who the “Pharisees and lawyers” 


V, 12-20 65 


were (vouodiddcxados here only in the Gospels). That they 
came “from every village of Galilee” is rather more than “pop- 
ular hyperbole” (against P); cf critical note. The final clause 
(which looks back to v. 15) prepares for the miracle to follow. 
Its (unique) wording might suggest that Christ’s power to heal 
was intermittent,? but such cannot have been Lk’s intention; 
Isa 61: 1-4 has been of influence. 

18. The number of bearers is not specified. The bed was a 
quilt or a mat, mounted on a light frame. 

19, zrofas (scl 0800)! is a loosely used “local” genitive. The 
“multitude” naturally contained persons not specified in v. 17. 
d@a in classical Greek means “house” and it may be so ren- 
dered here, but in the other New Testament occurrences (6, of 
which 3 are Lukan) it means “roof.” This roof was easily 
reached by an outside stair or ladder (common in Palestine), or 
from an adjoining house. But the “tiles”? have always been 
a puzzle to commentators, for Palestinian houses have roofs 
covered with dried mud (full references in K); P suggests that 
Christ? stood under tiled eaves, but cf critical note. 

20. In “their faith” the bearers are associated with the sick 
man, unless the pronoun refers to them exclusively; that a man 
could win forgiveness through the faith of others is noteworthy. 
The declaration of absolution is unique in connection with 
Christ’s healings, and commentators generally find its explana- 
tion in some nervous fear displayed by the sufferer (W, Hz, Z); 
Z even argues that the sick man did not share the faith of the 
bearers. W, P claim that Christ knew the sickness was due to 
some special sin. Ls finds the sense to be “healing is nothing 
compared with forgiveness,” but in this case absolution should 


v.17. This verse has an unusual number of minor variants, and a line appears 
to have been lost in D (xat Iep. . . . ny). 1 There is something curious about this 
audience composed solely of Christ’s enemies, and the text may be wrong. 8 *33 
omit ot and D af sys replace it by Se or xat. The sense may be “lawyers and (men) 
from...” Cf Wl. *Hence, perhaps, the change of autov (BNWL sa &) into 
maytag (K syj) or autoug (C bo al Ko lat sysp). 

y. 18. WH in brackets, Ws add autoy after Oewvat (BL sa bo 157 syj & sy). 

y. 19. 1 Actually added in Ta minn. Other corrections are rws (157 minn), roBev 
(Ferr al), 3:0 motac, motas mUANs, Totes etcodov, and (sys) the omission of motcs. 
2 sys omits 31a twv xepawyv. > Ws has xavtwy for tou Incov (B). 
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form part of all the healings. a¢¢wvras (for the Attic apetytar) 
is common in late Greek. 

21. No emphasis can be laid on “began” (against W). 
Aéyovtes need not imply that they voiced their opinion. 

22. The displeasure of the Pharisees was easy to recognize. 
JW suggests that their opposition roused in Christ “the spirit 
to heal.” 

24, In the present context “son of man” should mean “man,” 
simply, for the implied contrast to “‘man on earth” is “God in 
heaven.” But Lk certainly took the phrase as “ Messiah,” and 
the conception behind the wording is undoubtedly Messianic, 
for authority to forgive sin is not a characteristic of “man” in 
general. Power to judge (which involved the right to acquit) 
was an essential attribute of the Messiah. oof has the emphatic 
position, as Christ turns to a different listener. 

26. Exoraow in Acts 10:10; 11: 5; 12:17 denotes “trance,” 
elsewhere (as here) ‘intense amazement.” Lk makes even the 
Pharisees join in praising God. mapddéofos! (here only) means 
“unexpected” in the sense of “marvellous.” 


(17-26) Ci Mk 2: 1-12, Mt 9: 10-8. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 18 i806 and éxt xAlvyns. In v. 20 
elcev. In v. 21 xaf. In v. 22 tods Stadoytonods adtov (Mt ta&> év- 
Ouyhcets aity) in place of Mk’s éte . . . Exutotc, and elev. In v. 23 
mepim&tet (text?). Inv. 24 the position of éxt tas yqs before dorévat, 
and xAlyy (xAtvéidtov, Mt). In v. 25 &eHAdev ef cdyv olxov adtod. In 
v. 26 the indicative of d0&&teryv and the mention of “‘fear.”’ 

The common omissions are:—From Mk vy. 1 xéAtv (unimportant) 
and tke seemingly needless final clause. From Mk v. 2 the bulk of 
the verse (given in Lk vv. 18 f, however). From Mk v. 3 the number 
“four.” From Mk v. 4 8mov fy and érov . . . xatéxetto (two super- 
fluous clauses). From Mk v. 8 ¢0005 (needless), t@ . . . Sct (perhaps 
thought superfluous). From Mk v. 9 t@ xapadutix@ (needless), and 
wat... cov (which anticipates the climax). 


v. 21. Sd has the present agtevat, against the aorist in BDE. 

v. 24. WHm has xrapadutixw; the evidence is hopelessly involved. Sdm transfers 
etouatay exet before o utos (as in Mt); the evidence is again almost meaningless. 

Vv. 26. xat exotacts ... Oeov is omitted in WDM Ferr minn & af, possibly 
through homeeoteleuton (Qeoy . . . Oeov); the style of the omitted clauses is per- 
fectly Lukan. sys reads these clauses but omits xat exAnoOnoav goBov. 1 sys 
glosses with “great.” 
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Many of the above contacts are of little importance and probably 
all can be explained without assuming a non-Markan source. But the 
cumulative effect is certainly impressive, and an explanation of Mt’s 
extremely compressed narrative is particularly difficult. And W’s as- 
sumption of a Q version is even more attractive than in the last section 
(JW agrees here). 

(17) The introduction is modelled on wv. 1, 17, though without 
making this section precisely a “pendant” to those stories (against 
W). The use of jugex is “Lukan.” Mk’s somewhat disorderly narra- 
tive is reorganized. The point of the section is the controversy with 
the Pharisees, so these personages are introduced at the beginning; on 
the other hand, the mention of the crowds, which have only incidental 
importance, is delayed until v. 19. voyod<3koxnAor doubtless explains 
yeauuarets. The next clause is meant to show Christ’s wide-spread 
fame, but it states an impossibility; it is due to a reminiscence of 
Mk 3:78-8 (W, Hz). WI even suggests that xat "Iovdatas xat 
“‘IepoucaAqu is a gloss. The final clause prepares for the healing (cf 
exegetical note); t&cOet is “Lukan.” (18) éxt xAtvn¢ may be due 
to Q influence. {500 dvdpec is “Lukan,”’ but cf on v. 12. For 
maeareAunévos ci Acts 8:7; 9:37; it is perhaps a more “medical” 
term than Mk’s xapaduttxés. ‘And they sought,” etc, explains what 
Mk takes for granted, but the occurrences of atté¢ become confusing. 
évirtoyv is “Lukan.” (19) In the first clause Lk’s variations from Mk 
seem mere matters of taste, but “‘they went up to the housetop”’ sup- 
plies a needed detail. Lk is rather fond of introducing edoeloxew 
into Mk; cf 6:7; 8:35; 9:12, 36, and perhaps 19: 48; 24:2, 3. The 
mention of ‘‘tiles” for a Galilean house is a simple mistake (Lk was 
doubtless never in Galilee), but “‘through the tiles” was probably in- 
tended as a mere abbreviation of Mk’s (rather inelegant) “they un- 
roofed the roof and having dug up.” xaOjxev for Mk’s yaddot has 
no special motive (cf Acts 9:25). But Mk’s xe&Rattog was notori- 
ously bad Greek; here and in v. 24 Lk uses xAtvidtov, in v. 23 he 
omits the word altogether, and in v. 25 he has the circumlocution 
éo? 8 xatéxerto (but he has xpéGattog in Acts 5:15; 9:33). sbvis 
“Lukan.” “Into the midst before Jesus” is a useful addition. (20) 
Mk’s + mapAuttx@ is needless. The man had been a sinner (W, Z) 
and was an adult (Ls), hence, perhaps, the change of Mk’s “child” 
to “man” (but cf 16:25). The perfect dgéwyrat in place of Mk’s 
present (cf v. 23 and note the aorist in v. 21) gives greater fullness to 
the pardon. (21) Cf on v. 17, the addition of “Pharisees” to Mk’s 
“scribes”? was easy. Mk’s abrupt question and answer are smoothed 
into a single sentence (cf 4:36). The change of Mk’s “one” into 
“only” was natural. (22) The omission of Mk’s “in his spirit” is 
perhaps connected with the omission of “in their hearts” in the pre- 
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ceding verse; Hz, Ls think that Lk has rationalized Mk’s account. 
But this is hardly like Lk; a more probable explanation is that Mk has 
expanded Q here (W), and that Lk has followed Q. Cf above on the 
Lk-Mt contacts. The addition of ‘‘answered” and the omission of 
cate make the narrative smoother. (23) cot... cov as in v. 20. 
(24) “Son of man” is given the emphatic position,— Christ and no 
other!” Lk generally avoids inkyew. (25) mapayetua, dvact&c, 
and évdmov are all “Lukan,” and the order is better than in Mk. 
The Lk—Mt contact may be referred to Q influence, while the final 
clause is “Lukan.” (26) Mk has been rewritten and made more 
stately; the mention of “fear” may be due to Q. 


27-32. The call of Levi. 

27. As no “city” has been mentioned since v. 12, “he went 
forth” should refer to the “house” of vv. 17-26, but Lk may 
not have reasoned so closely. For the identity of Levi and the 
Apostle Matthew the commentaries on Mk must be consulted. 
“Beheld” need mean nothing more than “singled out”; P’s 
translation, “contemplated as if reading his character,” puts 
too much into the word. Such a call must have been preceded 
by a period of close acquaintanceship, and Levi must have 
been a disciple for some time; much confusion has been created 
by treating the apostles as if they were Christ’s only disciples. 
tedk@viov probably denotes the occupation rather than the 
place; Levi’s equipment need not have consisted of more than 
a table by the roadside. 

28. Note the imperfect,! “from thenceforth.” 

29. For 50x74 cf 14:13. The purpose of this banquet is not 
deemed to need explanation!; P thinks of it as Levi’s first mis- 
sionary effort. “That” is most naturally taken to refer to both 
“publicans” and “others” (against P), so that “them” means 
“Christ? and Levi.” Z thinks that the pronoun includes the 
disciples of the next verse. @\Awv? means simply “non-publi- 
cans.” 


v. 27. D combines with Mk 2: 14, not unskilfully. 
Bate x* C* have xataAtmwy mavtac. 1 Sd reads the aorist (against BWLD 69 
Ba). 

v.29. 18 af omit autw, perhaps as confusing before the following wutov. 2 B* x 
minn, in fact, read a@utou (“Christ”); soWHm. 69 has xat autov. ?A few MSS 
conform to Mk (teAwvwy), while x* q omit xat aAAwy. 
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30. Such a breach of the received conventionalities would 
soon become known. “Their”! before “scribes” is correctly 
used, for not all scribes were Pharisees. The “sinners” were 
those careless about legalistic observances. 

31. The narrative does not explain whether Christ was pres- 
ent when His disciples were reproached, or whether He heard 


of the reproach afterwards. “A physician’s place is among the 
sick.” 

32. Whether or not any such “righteous” exist is irrelevant. 
The adjective is certainly not used with an ironical reference to 
the Pharisees (against P). 


(27-32) Cf Mk 2: 13-17, Mt 9: 9-13. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 3o the nominative of Paprcator 
(Mk’s phrase is unique) and the interrogative Statf. In v. 31 elnev. 

The common omissions are:—Mk v. 13, all but two words in Lk and 
entirely in Mt, but this verse contributes nothing to the narrative. 
From Mk y. 14 the unimportant name of Levi’s father. From Mk 
v. 15 the obscure clause “‘for they were many and they followed him” 
(are disciples or publicans meant?), but Lk’s “‘who were with him” 
may be a reminiscence of it. From Mk v. 16 the second clause, a prolix 
anticipation of what follows. Evidently no pre-Markan source is in- 
dicated. 

(27) “‘After these things”? compensates for the long omission from 
Mk. The latter’s xae&ywv is impossible after this omission. Levi is 
formally introduced; évéuert is “Lukan.” (28) “Leaving all things” 
echoes 5: 11 (Mk 1: 20). Hz, P, Ls take these words too seriously by 
terming them “‘Ebionitic” and Ls even finds them inconsistent with 
the banquet that follows. But the phrase does not mean “sold all that 
he had.” d&vact&s here is from Mk. The choice of the imperfect for 
4xoA0b0et has no special point. (29) The great number of guests in 
Mk’s account shows that this was no ordinary meal; Lk explains cor- 
rectly. In Lk only the Pharisees say “sinners” (W, Hz, Ls). But 
“others” is a dubious improvement. “A great multitude” heightens 
Mk’s “many.” Otherwise Mk is explained and abbreviated; 
nataxetobar as in v. 25. (30) ‘““Murmured” is an improvement. 
Mk’s “seeing” is dropped, since the Pharisees were not present. As 
the disciples are questioned, the verbs are put in the second person 


v. 30. 1 Omitted by 8 sa bo D minn XF latt. 

v. 31. Before Insous B 943 omit the article, which WH brackets. W omits 
o Inaous. 

vy. 32. For apaptwaous x* has aceBets. 
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plural. xat xlvet in Mk is more than dubious (BxD . . . omit), 
but “and drink” was an easy addition. (31) ‘‘Answered” is not so 
good as Mk’s “hearing” but it was an easy change; W needlessly thinks 
of L influence. Oytatvety as in 7:10, 15:27 (only Lk in the Gos- 
pels). (32) éfAvOa is better than Mk’s aorist after the present 
Zyoucty (Jl), but a “Johannine” concept (Hz) is quite possible (cf 
4:43). The addition of “unto repentance” was natural but it may 
narrow the meaning slightly (W). 


33-39. The question of fasting. 

33. There is no interval between vv. 32 and 33; the Pharisees 
reply immediately with an entirely new charge. Levi’s banquet 
may have been held on a fast day, but the accusers are not 
referring to this (“fast often”). Serres mrovetv (cf Phil 1: 4, 
1 Tim 2:1, in both cases with middle verb) in the present con- 
text seems to mean “‘devote themselves to elaborate peniten- 
tial prayers” (cf 11:1), which were accompanied by fasting. 
Very devout persons fasted twice in the week (18:12), on the 
days (Mondays and Thursdays) that were marked by special 
synagogue services (cf GJV, ii, 536, 572). And these synagogue 
services were naturally supplemented with special private de- 
votions. So the freedom of Christ’s disciples! must have offered 
a striking contrast, although “jealousy at freedom from legal 
restraints” (P) was not a feature of the legalistic character. 
“Disciples of the Pharisees” is very awkward in the mouth of 
Pharisees.” 

34, Palestinian weddings tended to be uproarious and fast- 
ing at such times was inconceivable,! but with the departure of 
the bridegroom the ceremonies were at an end. To Lk this was 
pure allegory (cf v. 36):—Christ, the Bridegroom of the future, 
by His presence on earth had given to His own a foretaste of 
the joys of the Kingdom. The “sons of the bridechamber” 
(vupgdev is late Greek) correspond to modern “groomsmen” 


v. 33. !'D has oudey toutwy motoucty in place of ecbroucty xat mtvoucty, con- 
necting better with Sencets motouvtat. *D conforms to Mk; latt place xae ot twy 
Dapisatwy after cuxva; 348 omits owotws . . . Baoroatwy. 

v. 34. Sd omits Incoug (against BsWCLD 1 Ferr al 2X f). 1T, WH, Sdm read 
the aorist vyotevoat (Bx° minn HX), but a conformation to coinoat (omitted in 
x* D latt) was easy. 713 has xotety. 
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rather than to simple “wedding guests”; the groom’s close 
friends would naturally lead in the revelry. 

35. In the period after Christ’s departure the church would 
observe fasts' (Acts 13: 2 f, etc); @ma/pew here and in the par- 
allels only. «aé? is most simply taken as “and” (W, WI, Z), 
“days will come and . . . then will they fast.” This is easier 
than an explicative use (Hz), while a “mournfully impressive 
aposiopesis”’ (P, cf JW) is quite needless. 

36, xal! mapaPonrjy, “in addition, a parable”; vv. 34f are 
not thought parabolic. émuBddAewv is “lay on,” “apply,” rather 
than “sew” (Pdmrewv), and the construction with éz/ (instead 
of the simple dative?) is unusual. ed 6€ wu7jye was used (even in 
Attic) as a fixed phrase, “otherwise,” and there was no thought 
of an ellipsis. The senseless procedure described results in the 
ruin of wo garments.* In the context the meaning can only be: 
—“Tf the Baptist’s disciples should adopt from my teaching 
simply the non-ascetic features, they will be harmed rather than 
helped” (W, Hz); a partial reformation of this sort is worse 
than none. 

37-38. Wine less than six weeks old ferments so violently 
that it cannot be kept in skins of any strength; the reference 
here is to wine from six weeks to six months after making. 
During this period fermentation still goes on slightly, enough 
gas being generated to burst skins that have lost their elastic- 
ity. The Palestinian wines were never more than three years 
old, for imperfect methods of preservation caused acetous fer- 
mentation. The emphasis here is on the conduct of Christ’s 
disciples, not on that of the Baptist’s. 

39. To Occidental ears the superiority of old wine to new is 


v.35. ! UKIIEH al even have the present vnotevousty. 544 has the interesting 
reading yynoteusoucty wet eGouctas. ? Before otav in BWYWDA al E a; before tote 
(so Mk) in 8© 1 Ferr M 157 minn F latt; omitted entirely in CL minn vg syp. 

vy. 36. 1 The hard xat is omitted in 8* (with de also) bo minn af syp. * Found 
after ext in MI' al * FA al Ko lat syp omit to extGAnue. 

vy 39 D latt Marcion and (apparently) Euseb omit this verse (sysc vac); WH 
brackets. Marcion found the verse objectionable. WHm, Sd (in brackets) open the 
verse with xat (om Bxe minn). Sd also inserts (in brackets) euQews before OeAet 
(against Bx WC*L sa bo 1 157 minn); it seems to be a correction. Sd (non mg) 
also has yenototegos, against the yenstos of BRWL sa bo 157 minn; this also 
seems a correction. 
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axiomatic, but the contrast to Palestinians would not seem so 
extreme. The Baptist’s disciples were satisfied to let what 
seemed good enough alone: Z suggests that the saying was 
uttered with a smile, in a moment of good-natured resignation. 


(33-39) Cf Mk 2: 18-22, Mt 9: 14-17. 

The Lk-Mt contacts are:—In v. 36 éxt@céAAet (due to éxlBAnue, 
W, Jl). In v. 37 whre (so always in this combination in both Lk and 
Mt, never in Mk), and the easy improvement that gives 6 olvos and 
ot d&oxot separate verbs. In vy. 38 there is a very curious contact, if 
Mk v. 22c¢ is spurious (D a b ffz al omit), but the evidence against this 
Markan clause is insufficient. 

The common omissions are:-—From Mk vy. 18 the whole first clause 
(a mere anticipation of the following question), and the needless words 
yabytat tay. From Mk v. 19 the repetition in the second clause. 
From Mk y. 21 the repetition tb xatvby tod maAatod. 

No pre-Markan source is indicated. But the relation of Lk to Mk 
varies; vv. 34 f, 37 f are very like Mk, while vv. 33 and 36 diverge con- 
siderably and v. 39 has no Markan parallel. W, noting that vv. 33, 36, 
39 form a fairly complete whole, argues for an L origin here (although 
dénots is the only L term). Ls thinks of Q, while Wl, JW hold that 
Mk has undergone some redaction. 

(33) A deduction of Lk’s text from Mk’s here is really difficult. Mk’s 
interrogative form is more natural than Lk’s declarative; Jl thinks that 
Lk disliked Mk’s ‘‘Semitic parataxis,” but there is no real improvement 
in the Greek. xuxv& might easily be suggested (cf roAA& in some texts 
of Mk). But ‘make prayers” is suggested by nothing in the context 
and is apparently out of relation to what follows (Jl, Wl, Ls); the 
words are comprehensible only if interpreted as a reference to some 
Jewish custom (cf exegetical note). But Lk would not have taken 
such knowledge for granted; to Greek ears the words would suggest 
that Christ’s disciples did not pray. A remnant from some Jewish 
source parallel to Mk (probably L) is the easiest explanation. Hz, Ls 
think of a preparation for 11: 1, but this is rather remote. ‘“‘Eat and 
drink” can be explained as giving variety. 

(34) The subject is placed first. Throwing the question into the 
second person maintains the controversial tone (Jl). (35) The change 
of the position of xaf and pluralizing Mk’s “day” make the reference 
to later Christian fasts more explicit. For a discussion of the original 
force of the saying (already half-allegorized in Mk), reference must be 
made to the works on Mk (especially Jl, JW). 

(36) The introductory clause is best explained as marking the tran- 
sition to a different source, for this verse is quite unlike Lk, and can 
hardly be explained as a revision of Mk. Jl’s appeal to Lk’s fondness 
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for “strong colors” is not very helpful, while Ls’s suggestion that Lk 
read Mk hastily cannot be taken seriously. Nor does a misunderstand- 
ing of Mk by Lk (JW) explain much, for Mk is perfectly easy to under- 
stand (the exorbitant tendency of wool to shrink is familiar to every 
one). Hz detects a theological point, “Lk thinks of Judaism and 
Christianity as complete quantities, incapable of mixture”; but Lk 
has just defended the reappearance of fasting in Christianity. A sep- 
arate source is the only satisfactory explanation. If this source does 
not reproduce a saying of Christ really distinct from that in Mk, the 
change in form took place in oral transmission. If any conscious motive 
was at work in the changes, it was the desire to make the parallel be- 
tween ‘‘new” and “old” more exact (Jl, Ls). This supposition of a 
distinct source will also explain the singular xzpaGoAhy before three 
parables. 

(37)  vebs improves the contrast and aités avoids repeating olvoc; 
aités here is emphatic, so xat edté¢ is not an L phrase. The futures 
conform to v. 36. (38) @Antéoy removes Mk’s abruptness. 

(39) This verse makes a triad of parables. Jl thinks that Lk drew 
this saying from oral tradition, Ls that Lk composed it or drew it from 
some secondary source; W refers it to L. But if it stood in L, it hardly 
belonged here (against W); cf note on ragaBoAny above. 


CHAPTER VI 


1-5. First Sabbath controversy. 

1. A new controversial incident follows immediately, with- 
out further specification than “on a Sabbath.” The imperfects 
serve to introduce the following sayings, ‘they were plucking 
and eating, and then . . .” Plucking grain was “reaping” and 
therefore a breach of the Sabbath law (Z’s denial of this is curi- 
ous); rubbing with the hands to extract the grains was “ thresh- 
ing” and an additional breach. omdépimos and tiAdew only 
here and in the parallels.1 oye here only; that itis not 
known in earlier writers is probably mere accident, for He- 
rodotus has the allied o@yevv (in composition). 

Before ca8Baro Tischendorf inserts SevtepompwrT@ (his ear- 
lier editions display considerable indecision). Soden brackets 
the word, W omits it, and WH transfer it to the “noteworthy 
rejected readings.” The external evidence is fairly evenly bal- 


v. 1. 1 Ti places toug otayuas after autov (against BC*L sa R minn), doubtless 
to give ettAAoy an object (and cf Mk—Mt). 
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anced,? and the omission of the adjective in the MSS may 
really be due to its “hardness.” But even if it was contained in 
the common archetype of all later evidence it is inadmissible, 
for it is not only “hard” but impossible. The word is known 
nowhere else in Greek and its meaning (“second of two firsts ?,” 
“first for a second time?’’) is most obscure, while no Hebrew 
or Aramaic equivalent has been discovered. The nearest ap- 
proach to a parallel is found in Clem. Al, Stromata, VI, 5 
(41, 3), Cav pH ceAHVY Hayy, cdBBaTov ov« dyoucL TO NeyopEvoV 
mportov, but this throws no real light on the difficulty. Wl, Z, 
K surmise that the first or second Sabbath of the Paschal season 
is meant; cf Scaliger’s celebrated conjecture, “the first Sab- 
bath after the second day of the Paschal reckoning.” But the 
word, if read, must have come from Lk’s own hand (cf critical 
notes), and he could never have thought that his readers would 
understand so technical a term. 

Probably some copyist introduced 7prT@ here as a correlative 
of érép@ in v. 6 and a second copyist corrected this into Sevtép@ 
in view of 4:31. Then devtepompéte is a conflation of these 
two corrections. 

2. On cdBBaow cf 4:31; after the singular in v. 1 Lk must 
have understood this word as meaning “‘sabbaths.” 

3-5. The point is not that David was dispensed from the 
Law, but that David would not have broken the Law; David’s 
performance of an act was proof of its legality. The disciples 
were justified in plucking grain because they were hungry, not 
because they were with Christ; that they were His disciples is 
not relevant, for the act would have been just as legal if per- 
formed by any one else. Consequently, “son of man” in v. 5 
should mean simply “man”; man is not enslaved to the Sab- 
bath for his detriment but has “power over it,”’ when it inter- 
feres with his well-being. This is the original sense. Yet Lk 
certainly understood “son of man” as a title of Christ. And he 


2 Omitted by BW 33 L sa bo x 22 69 157 minn af bc q f¢ rl sypj; syh notes 
“not in all copies.” af reads sabbato mane, apparently representing an original 
rewt. Z thinks this a corruption of mewtw, but influence of Mk 16; 2 or Jn 20:1 
is more likely. 


v. 2, Bsa DR minn lat (exc q) omit qotety (so WH, Ws), 
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probably interpreted v. 5 to mean, “the Messiah is judge of 
the meaning of the Sabbath law.” Cf 4: 23. 

3. ovd¢ has no correlative and is not very smooth, but “not 
even” (W, P) gives a fair translation.! adtds is emphatic. 
d7rote? here only. 

4. By strict grammar, ots should be taken as the subject of 
dyewv, for the nearest antecedents are “those with him” and 
“David” (understood), not aprovs. So the proper translation 
would be “who had no right to eat” (W). But this may not 
have occurred to Lk; cf critical note. 

5. The importance of the principle enunciated is emphasized 
by the redundant “and he said to them.’ 

D transfers this verse after v. 19 and has instead here:—T7 
auTn nucpa Geacdpeves tiva épyafouevov TO caBBat@ eitrev 
avT@: avOpwrre, et mév oldas Ti Troteis, waxdpios ei: ef dé wy 
oldas, émixatdpatos Kal mapaBdrns ef tod vdwov. “On the 
same day he saw a man working on the Sabbath and said to 
him: Man, if thou knowest what thou doest thou art blessed, 
but if thou dost not know thou art accursed and a transgressor 
of the law.” This represents the Pauline attitude very accu- 
rately; the Law, to be sure, no longer binds, yet “whatever is 
not of faith is sn” (Rom 14:23). But it does not represent 
Christ’s attitude (against P, Ls), for Christ did not teach the 
repeal of the Sabbath law. To satisfy hunger or to receive 
healing was allowable because not really “work.” D’s reading 
must have originated at a time when the Sabbath controversy 
was still mooted; Z thinks the anecdote may have come from 
Papias. 


v. 3. 1 The order of the words in the introductory clause is uncertain; Ti, Sd read 
x. an. 0 In. xp. aut. etx., against BC*A al Ko; B omits 0, which WH bracket. ? WH 
read ote, but despite its support (BXCD al pl) it is probably a conformation to 
Mk, as is the somewhat similarly supported omission (WH) of ovtec at the end. 

v. 4. BD omit the initial w¢ (WH brackets), which x¢ 33 LO 1 al pl replace by 
mws (Mt 12:4), and c by xa. WH, Ws have AaGwy for eAaBev xat (BC* 33 L@); 
the participle is more Lukan. xWD 1 Ferr KI minn have nothing here (so Mt- 
Mk). Ti inserts xat before tots (so Mk), against BWL sa bo al lat syp. D reads 
mpocbecews, and (with 69 157 lat) has the simplification wovots tots tepevoty (cf Mt). 

v. 5. WH, Ws omit ott (BX*W 1 157 minn); syj has “for.” BW sypj omit 
the second xat and conform the concluding six words to Mt’s order (so WH, non 
mg). 
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(x-5) Cf Mk 2: 23-28, Mt 12: 1-8. 

The Lk-Mt contacts are:—In v. 1 xal %oOsov (écOlerv, Mt); the 
addition was easy (especially before v. 4), for Mk leaves the purpose 
of the plucking to be understood. In v. 2 3é and the position of 4 odx 
&Eeottvy; Mk suggests (unconsciously) that the act was unlawful at 
any time. xoety (if genuine) would be an easy addition. In v. 3 elmev. 
Inv. 4 per’ adtod (as in v. 3), and the easy addition of wbvoug (udvorc, 
Mt). In v. 5 perhaps tod ca@@écou immediately after éotty, but 
“Sabbath” is the emphatic word and Mk’s intensive xat is ungrace- 
ful. 

The common omissions are:—From Mk v. 23 the difficult (Latinism ?) 
63dy xotetv. From Mk v. 25 yoelav écyev, doubtless because that no 
great ‘‘need”’ existed in the case of the disciples. From Mk v. 26 

. the error éxt ’AGikOae doyteogws. From Mk v. 27 all of Christ’s 
words, with the accompanying éote in v. 28; this omission accords with 
the interpretation ‘‘son of man” =“‘Messiah” (cf especially Mt’s ex- 
pansions). 

No common pre-Markan source is indicated; even W, who assumes 
Q material underlying Mk and Mt, holds that Lk practically ignored it. 

(1) Lk prefers the singular oaG@étm, and compounds opgebecbar 
with 8% to conform to what follows. aitéy is given an emphatic posi- 
tion and Mk’s céy is dropped (it specifies needlessly). e§avto is 
omitted, as often, and the order changed slightly. Ydyovtes tats 
xeecty is apparently an attempt to explain the Pharisees’ remon- 
strance; Lk perhaps did not understand that the mere plucking was 
enough to constitute “work” (against Z). (2) tivés was obviously 
indicated. The disciples (not Christ) are addressed in conformity with 
5:30. (3) Christ replies, as in 5:31. The change of Mk’s odéxote 
.. - Ste to 0888 toito . . . dxbte is obscure; it certainly is not better 
Greek. WI conjectures that 008% todto is a corruption of odénote, 
and this would be a considerable improvement. $ is better than Mk’s 
ct and the addition of dvrec is smoother. (4) &s is “Lukan.” Hz 
thinks that AcBov (xat EraBev?) is due to liturgical (eucharistic) 
terminology; this is quite possible, but the addition was easy in any 
case. In the remainder of the verse Mk’s loose order is much improved. 
(5) Z thinks that “cand he said to them” is meant to indicate that 
something was omitted here, but it is taken from Mk where it has a 
real point. 


6-11. Second Sabbath controversy. 
6. The introduction! is worded as in v. 1. &npd, “lifeless and 
shrunken.” 


v. 6. 1D paraphrases with a genitive absolute. 
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7. The presence of the man seems prearranged, as though a 
trap had been set. In the New Testament taparnpeiv is always 
used disapprovingly.1 The tense of “heal’’? is uncertain; if 
present, the sense is “if such was Christ’s rule.” 

8. The challenge is accepted and the fullest publicity com- 
manded. The second 6é may be translated “yet.” 

9. The scribes are not permitted to remain mere witnesses, 
and the question is framed in a way that must have been most 
unexpected. Apparently:—“Any omission of a good act is an 
evil act; a disease may not seem fatal, but neglect of it may 
none the less result fatally.” But the question may not refer 
directly to the individual in the synagogue, and may be merely 
an enunciation of the general principle in its most extreme form! 
(JW, Z). P finds a reference to plots against Christ’s life, but 
these plots are not yet said to have been formed. 

10. No reply was possible, although Christ gave full oppor- 
tunity (“looking around”). Note the double augment in azre- 
KaTecTadn. 

11, avora in 2 Tim 3:9 has the usual meaning of “folly,” 
but here a stronger force is called for:—“ senseless wrath,” “con- 
fusion.”” Lk evidently knows that Sabbath breaking was not an 
offence that could be punished in the civil (Herodian) courts of 
Galilee. For Svadadeiy cf 1:65, and for dv with the optative 
in this construction cf 1: 62. 


(6-11) Cf Mk 3: 1-6, Mt 12: 9-14. 


v. 7. Atthe end Sd reads xatyyootay xat wutov; xat is supported by WLKIIR 
minn. D has xetnyoenoat, Y conforms to Mt-Mk; otherwise xetnyoeety is read. 
1The succession of de’s is awkward; here bo D omit, c has ovy, 22 H have te. 
WH, Ws read autoy after mapetnoouvto d¢ (BNWL sa D 69 minn syp); it may 
have seemed needless after the middle. * WHm, Ws have the future with B 33 A 
al pl Ko; Ti, Sd have the present. A similar uncertainty exists in Mk; Ws thinks 
the present is the “easier”? reading in both Gospels. 

v. 8. D omits tw avder and (with latt) reads tw ecw (Ta syp have “‘in the mid- 
dle of the synagogue”). Before avactas Sd has o de (AKII al Ko) instead of xae 
o, but the extreme monotony is un-Lukan. 

v. 9. The initial Se is omitted by sa bo syp, and changed to ouy by A al pl Ko. 
B omits 0, which WH bracket. The order of the first six words is uncertain. Sdm 
reads eregwtnsw but BNWL bo af vg have exepwtw. Ferr reads epwtysw. 133 a 
omit Puy. . . . aod. 

v. ro. Sd inserts ev opyy after avtoug (D x minn latt), but this is a reminiscence 
of Mk (wet op yn, so Ferr here). KII minn smooth by adding outws after exornsev. 
n* reads amexateotn. 
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The Lk-Mt contacts are:—In v. 6 thy before cuvaywyhy (Lk and 
Mt always have the article with this noun), and the adjective Shea 
for Mk’s participle (rarely used in this sense). In v. 9 8é and elmev. 
In v. 10 cov. In v. 11 86. 

The common omissions are:—From Mk v. 1 néAty; the last mention 
of synagogue teaching is rather remote in both Lk (4:33) and Mt 
(9:35). From Mk v. 2 adréy, which is needless and confusing (note 
Mk’s aitoy ... aitdv. .. adtod). From Mk v. 4 “but they were 
silent,” impossible in Mt’s rearrangement and doubtless thought self- 
evident by Lk. From Mk v. 5 “with anger . . . heart” again impos- 
sible in Mt. Lk probably thought that “anger” was an improper word 
to use of Christ, and the rest of the clause was impossible without it. 
From Mk v. 6 e00b¢ and “‘with the Herodians”; these Herodians do 
nothing and are never mentioned again in the Gospels (Mk 12: 13 is 
different). 

No pre-Markan source is indicated. 

(6) The first clause copies the: opening of v. 1 (&tego¢ is “‘Lukan’’), 
and xat 8ddéoxerv was obvious. The modifications in the second 
half result in a better accentuation, but the effect is a little monotonous 
(xo Stddoxetrv nat wy... xat.. . Hy). # 3e&& was natural, but 
is not necessarily correct (against W). (7) The middle xapetypoivro 
is smoother, and its subject is supplied. oa®@at w is in the singular, 
as in vv. 1, 6. For e¥ewoty cf on 5:19. (8) The first clause corre- 
sponds to 5:22; Stadoytouds and dyje are “Lukan.” Mk’s position 
of Eneay (reading Mk as in B) is improved. xat otHOr and dvact&c 
Zoty add dignity; dvact&s is “Lukan.” (9) The introduction is much 
better than in Mk, particularly the insertion of éxepwté. Mk’s duyhy 
. . . &moxtetvat is harsh; W suggests that Lk may even have under- 
stood bux} as “soul,” which a disappointed hope of healing might 
cause to be “lost.” (10) m&vtas compensates partly for the omission 
from Mk (W), and éxofnsxy avoids repeating éxtefver. (11) Lk 
evidently thought that Mk’s plot to murder Christ was placed too 
early in the Ministry (W, Ls, Z) and he has reworded freely. W1 thinks 
that the words omitted from Mk v. 5 influenced Lk here. 


12-19. The apostles and the disciples. 

12-17. Attempts to unify the topographical references in 
these verses are probably useless; cf critical note. As no “moun- 
tain” has been mentioned previously 76 dos should mean “the 
hill country” (W, Hz, JW, Ls), and consequently “level place”’ 
in v. 17 after “came down” must be rendered “a level spot in 
the lowlands.” But W takes “came down” to refer to some 
(unmentioned) peak only, so that the “level place” is in the 
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hills (but how were the multitude of sick persons carried up ?). 
WI, Z ignore the article before épos and translate “a hill,” but 
this is inadmissible. 

12. W takes “these”! to refer to v. 11, “now that declared 
enemies existed”; this is possible but needless. “Went out’’ is 
quite vague, but the city in which vv. 6-11 took place would 
seem to be implied. Svavuerepevew here only. mpocevy? Tod 
Geod? is a unique construction. 

13. A very involved sentence begins here, which seems to 
have been left unfinished, for the first independent verb after 
“called” is “stood” in v. 17. The “disciples” form a group 
wider than in 5:30 or 6:1, but narrower than in v. 17. The 
final choice of the Twelve probably marked the close of a proc- 
ess of selection that had been going on for some time. Lk defi- 
nitely states that the name “apostle” was conferred by Christ, 
but cf critical notes. 

14, dv Kai dvepacer, “whom, inaddition to calling, henamed.” 
There is nothing in Lk to indicate whether the name “Peter” 
was conferred at this time, earlier, or later. 

15-16. The genitives “AXda/ov and "Iax@Pov must be trans- 
lated “son of.” “Brother of” would not be used, except when 
the brother was well known (and cf v. 14). 

For the literature on the Zealots, cf GJV, i, 486f. But re- 
cently in Foakes-Jackson & Lake, The Beginnings of Christian- 
ity, i, 421-5 (1920), attention is called to the fact that Josephus 
uses “Zealot” only to describe the followers of John of Gishala 
after A. D. 66 (BJ IV, iii, 9 [160], etc), the leader of the reck- 
less extremists at the time of the war against Rome. Earlier 
writers had assumed the identity of the Zealots with the holders 
of what Josephus calls the “Fourth Philosophy” (Anéf XVIII, 
i, 6 [23-25]), founded by Judas the Galilean in A. D. 6. And, 
as a matter of fact, not only are the two systems alike but 
Josephus in describing this “Philosophy” attributes to it the 
same evils that he lays to the charge of the “Zealots.” It would 


v.12. !1boD lat sy have exetvatc. 2D omits tov Qeov. 

vv. 15-16. The influence of Mt and Mk has naturally been great in this list, 
while D describes Thomas after Jn 11:16. D lat sy have Dxaorw0. Ws omits the 
xat before laxwBov (so BWA al; WH bracket). 
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seem then that John of Gishala simply preempted a term al- 
ready in use and that Josephus refrains from calling the “Phi- 
losophy” Zealotic only because of the more specific later sense 
of the adjective. This would explain why the “Philosophy” is 
left anonymous although its adherents certainly must have 
borne some title. 

Yet it may, however, of course be true that “Zealot” is ap- 
plied to Simon in a non-technical sense, “the zealous”; both 
the Greek and the Aramaic equivalents were commonly so used. 

17. The “level place!” is simply a place large enough to hold 
the enormous crowd of vv. 17-19; 7eduvds here only. Lk has 
forgotten to supply 6yAos with a verb. “Judea” is, of course, 
“Palestine.” 2 mapdduos here only. 

18. The construction is broken in the middle of the verse. 
Translate either:—‘“ Many who were troubled were healed from 
unclean spirits,” or (better, despite 7:21) “Many who were 
troubled with unclean spirits were healed.” évoyAovo@au' in 
Heb. 12:15 only. 

19. For the concept cf 8: 44. 


(12-19) Cf Mk 3: 7-19, Mt 12: 15 f; 10: 2-4 (cf also Mt 4: 25; 5: 1). 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 13 &réotoAor (for Mk’s &xootéAAp), 
obviously suggested. In v. 14 placing “Andrew” immediately after 
“Peter” (the two brothers were naturally placed together) and adding 
toy &deAgby adtod (Mt has the nominative). v. 17 (Mt 4:25) has 
an apparent contact in éyAog xoAds (pluralized in Mt), but in Lk 
“‘disciples” are meant and in Mt “people.” 

The common omissions are numerous. From Mk vy. 7 xod¢ tiv 
OkAacoay (a merely graphic touch). From v. 8 “and from Idumea”’ 
(meaningless to Lk’s readers and perhaps offensive to Mt’s). All of 
v. 9, which does nothing to advance the narrative. From v. 10 éote 
éxintntety abt (undignified), From vy. 11 the actions and outcries 
of the demoniacs (used already in Lk 4: 41). From v. 13 “‘whom he 


v.17. sa bo latt sys Marcion relieve the construction with an indicative in place 
of xataBac. t AH) al minn sy read tov; possibly a mere slip, but perhaps due to 
TO 090¢. 2*W it miss the point by inserting ‘‘and of Perea” after ‘‘ Jerusalem,” 
while af c presuppose xat «AAwy coAcwy after Dtdwy, a reading found in D in place 
of IepoucaAnu . . . Dtdwvoc. 

v. 18. 1 The compound evoyAoupevot (BNL r 157 A minn) is the ‘‘harder”’ 
reading, as is ao after it instead of the uro in Val pl Ko. After axaOaptwy KIT al 
pl Ko insert xa, probably because evoyAouwevot was taken with nA@oy (Ws). 

v. 19. The singular eGytet in DA Ko al is a correction. 
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would” (obvious, but cf Lk’s middle éxAeE&uevos), and “they went 
unto him” (vague). From vv. r4-15 the description of the apostles’ 
functions (needless, while in Lk’s day exorcism was not a specifically 
apostolic act). From v. 16 “he appointed the twelve” (a repetition). 
From v. 17 the title of the Zebedees, which had probably lost its sig- 
nificance. 

None of the above is particularly important, but it is altogether 
likely that the church was accustomed to use lists of the Twelve that 
were briefer than Mk vv. 14-19; Lk and Mt may have given their lists 
in a form familiar to their readers. 

A curious contact of a different sort lies in the fact that both Lk 
and Mt have given their “Sermons” immediately after their parallels 
to Mk 3:7 f, and in close connection with an ascent into “the” moun- 
tain. This can hardly be mere coincidence, for these verses in Mk are 
inconspicuous. Apparently Q’s version of the Sermon had a preface 
something like Mk 3:7 f, including perhaps an account of the choice 
of the Twelve. And the ‘‘mount” may very well have stood in Q as 
an intentional parallel to Sinai. A reproduction of the Sermon was of 
course not in Mk’s plan, but he may have used the preface. 

To provide the Sermon with a stately introduction Lk has reversed 
Mk’s order, putting the call of the Apostles (Mk vv. 13-19) before the 
gathering of the crowds (Mk vv. 7-12). But this transposition has 
caused topographical and grammatical confusion in Lk. Even in Mk 
the ‘‘mount”’ is none too clear, but Mk does not describe any descent 
from it. Hence, as the Sermon was obviously impossible in’ the hills, 
Lk has inserted “came down” and “level place,” without much reflec- 
tion as to the meaning of either in the context. After the transposition 
the verb “‘followed” in Mk v. 7 became inappropriate and Lk dropped 
it, so leaving his sentence with no verb at all (he probably thought of a 
repetition of gory). 

It may be noted that Lk’s transposition leaves the reason for the 
choice of the Twelve unexplained (Ls); in Mk the immense crowds 
account for the need of helpers. 

(x2) The introduction is conformed to vv. 1, 6, and the use of hugex 
is “Lukan.” The insertion of nightlong prayer before so crucial an 
act as the choice of the Twelve was natural. An explicit distinction is 
made between “‘apostles” and ‘‘disciples.”” For some reason Lk has 
reproduced none of Mk’s nine instances of rpocxaAciv, although in 
18:16 he has introduced the word into Mk 10: 14 (cf Mt. 18: 2), and 
he has it also in 7:19; 15: 26; 16: 5 (and nine times in Acts). Lk has 
éx€yecbat four times and seven times in Acts, Mk only once, 
Mt not at all. After éxAcEduevoc, the addition of dx’ aitéy was 
proper. The origin of the Christian use of éxéotoAos is obscure, but 
the Palestinian church must have had some Aramaic equivalent 
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(xmbv?); on Jewish “apostles” cf GJV, iii, 119 f and the literature 
there quoted. But neither Mk nor Mt attribute the first use of the 
word to Christ, so that Lk seems to have introduced an (easy) anach- 
ronism. (14) The repetition of dyéyuacev is better than Mk’s éxéOyxev 
évéuaca. The relationship of James and John has been stated already 
in 5:10. (15-16) The substitution of “Judas” for “Thaddeus” 
must be due to some non-Markan tradition (cf Acts 1:13), though 
Lk’s reason for preferring it is not known. W, noting the Johannine 
contact (Jn 14: 22), thinks of L’s list, and this is a plausible supposi- 
tion. The transfer of the names to the eleventh place brings the two 
Judases together. tnAwths translates Mk’s Kavavatos, and xahobuevos 
is “Lukan.”’ For rpod8éty¢ cf Acts 7: 52 (2 Tim 3: 4). 

(17-19) Cf above on the common omissions. (17) Mk’s “with his 
disciples” is enlarged into “‘a great multitude of disciples” and the 
genitive here is balanced with tod Agod (“‘Lukan”). “All” before 
“Judea” compensates for the omission of the divisions of Palestine. 
ths mapaAtov is a distinct improvement on Mk’s xeot. tacbar (here 
and in the next verse) is ‘‘Lukan.” Note the conversion of Mk’s 
“hearing what he did came” into ‘‘came to hear,” so making a better 
preparation for the Sermon. yvécwy is more dignified than Mk’s 
pdottyas. (18) The omission of Mk’s outcry of the demoniacs (cf 
above) involves some rewriting. (19) The transfer of the desire to touch 
Christ (Mk v. to) to this position gives an excellent climax, which is 
heightened by the second clause (cf 8: 46). 


6:20-7:1. The so-called “Sermon on the Plain” is not 
strictly unified. In vv. 27-49 there is, to be sure, only a single 
theme, love for one’s neighbor, but even this theme is not 
treated systematically. In vv. 27-38 the virtue is presented 
positively, under various aspects; in vv. 39-45 a negative par- 
allel follows but is restricted to the single sin of reckless criti- 
cism, while in the conclusion (vv. 46-49) the terms are once 
more entirely general. And this lack of unity is intensified by 
the prologue (vv. 20-26), which deals with God’s reversal of 
earthly values (an entirely different subject), so that the tran- 
sition to v. 27 is harsh. 

As the discourse stands in Lk, it must be read as addressed 
exclusively to members of the church. Despite their seemingly 
low estate they should feel full contentment. And they should 
endeavor to realize their high vocation in acts of unbounded 
goodness to all, abstaining especially from all harsh judgments 
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on others. Only they who fulfil these precepts have a true right 
to address Christ as “Lord.” 

Mt’s “Sermon” is primarily an attack on Pharisaic ethics, 
but this feature is absent from Lk. 


(6: 20-7: 1) The critical facts seem to be as follows:—Lk knew the 
Q version of the Sermon that underlies Mt 5-7 (cf on 16: 16-18), but 
its treatment of Jewish casuistry was too technical for his readers. Yet 
he wished to preserve the well-known form of the section in Q. So he 
effected a combination, in which vv. 20-26 and vv. 27-38 (passages 
originally disassociated) are taken from L, while the remainder is from Q. 


20-26. The Beatitudes and Woes. 

20. Christ, ignoring the presence of the classes detailed in 
vv. 17b-19, proceeds to address the disciples exclusively (v. 23); 
Lk writes as though they were gathered in a distinct group. 
So the Beatitudes are not pronounced upon the “poor” in gen- 
eral, but only upon these particular poor persons. This corre- 
sponds with the facts of history; few of the earliest Christians 
were drawn from the wealthy class and the Gospel found its 
most fertile field among the poor, but Christ’s teaching was 
not embraced by a majority of the lower order. Consequently, 
the sense is not simply, ‘“‘ Ye are blessed because ye are poor.” 
Rather, “Your poverty has disposed you towards a reception 
of the blessings.” 

“Yours is the Kingdom” in the sense that future entrance 
into the Kingdom (cf v. 21) is guaranteed (against P). 

21. The participles are modified with “now,” as the sufferings 
are in such contrast with the happiness to come. From the 
absence of “now” in v. 20 Z deduces that even in the Kingdom 
the blessed will be “poor”; but this is over-refined. yeAa@v in 


v. 25 only. 
22. Note the progression, “Hate, . . . separate themselves 
from, . . . revile, . . . accurse your name.”’ The last phrase 


may, indeed, be translated “give a bad name to,” “slander” 
(WI, Ls, cf P), but in this case there is no advance on “revile,” 


y. 21. D omits the second beatitude; homceoteleuton seems the only explanation. 
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and the climax is lost.!. Cf such Jewish formulas as “May his 
name be blotted out” (Ps 109: 13, etc), a recognized maledic- 
tion on apostates. “Name” has, consequently, nothing to do 
with “Christian,” although Lk may very well have so under- 
stood it (W, Hz, P, Ls; contrast Jas 2:7); the “name” is the 
personal name of the disciple, in contrast to “the Son of Man” 
for whom he suffers. The plural “names” would have been 
pedantic. apopicwow probably has the technical meaning 
“excommunicate” (W, Hz, P, Ls). 

23. cxiptav (1: 41, 44 only) as in Ps 114: 4, 6. The reward 
is probably (though not necessarily) thought of as already laid 
up in heaven. “Their fathers” means simply “men like them,” 
a common Jewish usage (cf on 11: 48). Hz, Ls, taking “fathers” 
literally, detect a reference to the breach between Judaism and 
Christianity, but this is quite needless; Lk doubtless thought of 
the “fathers” of Gentile opponents of Christianity, as well as 
Jewish. ‘Prophets” to Lk might be a description of all Chris- 
tians (Hz, JW, Ls, Z), but this is probably not meant. 

24. As no enemies of Christ are named in vv. 17-19, these 
words are a pure apostrophe (against Z); cf also “ye that hear” 
in v. 27. The possession of present “consolation” kept the 
wealthy from interest in Christ’s message, and so excluded 
them from the Kingdom (W). The problem of “unconsoled”’ 
rich men is not raised, for Christ (and Lk) met few of this class. 

25-26. The parallel to vv. 21-23 is preserved.! W limits v. 26 
(and so vv. 24 f) to only such rich men as enjoy flattery; this is 
probably right in theory but raises an irrelevant issue. A Lukan 
reference to worldly Christians (Ls) is anything but evident. 

(20-26) Cf (in part) Mt 5: 1-12. 
The relation between Lk and Mt is most clearly seen in a comparison 
of v. 22 with Mt vy. 11. In Lk the disciples appear as a group more or 


v. 22. 1 The transposition of the two clauses in D latt seems due to some such 
misunderstanding. 

Vv. 23. 579 a sys have “hour” for ‘‘ day.” 

vv. 25-26. ! The MSS naturally tend to make this parallel more complete. 

v. 26. Ti, Sd have the order xaAws evrwoty vec, with 8 33 LA minn ff, r 1 vg 
[MSS]; WH read xaA. uy. etr., with WAD al pl Ko ac f vg; Ws has up. xa. 
etr., with Bafq. The question is quite indeterminate. © b omit uszag. B sa 700 
sys omit ot matepEes auTWY. 
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less distinct from Israel, many of them having been formally excom- 
municated. In Mt the opposition has not advanced beyond personal 
abuse. Consequently the priority of Mt’s version is obvious. On the 
other hand, the Jewish character of Lk shows that the changes are not 
due to the Evangelist. The conditions here are Palestinian, and the 
“disciples” of v. 20 are really members of the struggling, poverty- 
stricken Jewish church. Moreover, the rich men of vv. 24-26 are pre- 
supposed to be religious leaders, a state of affairs that existed only in 
Palestine. 

The section is from L; cf xat adtés in v. 20, xAalety in vv. 21, 25, 
ptcety in v. 22. 

(20a) The sentence has only a general similarity to Mt 5:1f. Lk’s 
other instances of the phrase énxalocty tod b—0aAuots (16: 23; 
18:13, not in Acts) are both L; the words here restrict the address 
narrowly to the disciples. (20b) The original Aramaic would have had 
for ‘“‘poor” some equivalent of the Hebrew 9°)2y, a technical word 
for Israel’s patient sufferers in Isa 61:1, etc (WI, Ls, Z). Mt’s “‘in 
spirit” is consequently a (correct) gloss to prevent “poor” from being 
taken too literally, although the construction is awkward. The original 
sense of the Beatitude was, ‘‘God will give the Kingdom to those who 
humbly submit themselves to His will.”’ L’s second person accords 
with L’s other changes (so usually, against Wl), and was aided by the 
form of vy. 22 (W, Hz). (21) During Christ’s lifetime His immediate 
disciples were not normally in physical need, while actual hunger must 
have been of frequent occurrence in the early church. So Mt’s “after 
righteousness’? must be original (W, JW; WI calls it another “correct 
gloss”), and his “‘thirsting” is likewise original. Similarly “now” is 
an addition of L’s (or Lk’s). In the second clause Q and L appear to 
have independent translations. 

Mt’s v. 5 (v. 4 in Tischendorf) and vv. 7-9 could not have been 
used here in L; even if they are not additions by Q or Mt (as may be 
indicated by their different tone). Mt’s v. ro merely anticipates the 
closing Beatitude, although its effect is good. 

(22) Palestinian Christians were persecuted for their adherence to 
“the Son of Man” (Acts 7: 56), but Christ in addressing His disciples 
would have said ‘‘on account of me” (so usually, not JW). (23) Lk’s 
Greek is here more like Mt’s; Lk (or even L) may have been influenced 
by Q (W). The prophetic “in that day” is doubtless secondary (Hk), 
but it may be due to L rather than Lk; the phrase was a technical term 
(Mt 7:22, etc) and is not “Lukan.” The aorist ydente is due to 
hvéog. Lk would hardly have introduced the over-concrete oxtetqsate 
(against Hk); cf on 1:41. xat& tz atk appears in a Q context in 
17:30 and (in the singular) is found in Acts 14:1, so that the phrase 
is probably Lukan (W, Hk). WI thinks the difference between “their 
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fathers” and “those before you” due to a confusion in the Aramaic, 
but no influence from Lk 11:47 f seems possible (against Hk). 

WI, JW, Ls question this last Beatitude, as laying too much stress 
on suffering for Christ’s sake. But Christ’s followers certainly had to 
bear reproach in His lifetime, and He certainly must have been called 
on for encouragement (cf Hk). The other Beatitudes (in their Q form) 
are of the very essence of His ideal. 

(24-26) These verses contain nothing positively inconsistent with 
Christ’s teaching, but such a general apostrophe has no real parallel 
in the Gospels. So the creation of these woes by the earliest church is 
highly probable (so usually); the Beatitudes had only to be reversed. 


27-38. On love of enemies. 

Note the three subdivisions, vv. 27-31, the extent of this love, 
Vv. 32-35, the reward of this love, vv. 36-38, the forbearance of 
this love. These subdivisions are clearly marked by verses (31 
and 36) that link from each theme to the following. 

27. There is no connection whatever between vy. 26 and 27. 
As a motive for love nothing could be worse than the impreca- 
tions in vv. 24-26, and “you that hear,!” which marks the end 
of the apostrophe, only serves to heighten the contrast in tone. 
The rich men of vv. 24-26 are certainly among the “enemies” 
of the present verse (against P). It should be needless to say 
that by “love” is meant primarily “willing service”; love as an 
emotional affection is wholly in the background (against JW). 

28. Note the climax, “enemies, . . . hating you, . . . curs- 
ing you, ... grossly insulting you,’ perhaps a climax of 
“thought, word, deed” (K). This accumulation of short pre- 
cepts! is paralleled in v. 36, but not elsewhere in the Gospels. 
émnpedfev in 1 Pet 3: 16 only. 

29. The character of the injunctions makes a change to the 
singular necessary. The robber would first seize the outer gar- 
ment ((udtiov), Tumreww em c. dat. seems unique (P). Kadvew 
amd is Hebraistic. 

The prohibition of the spirit of personal revenge or greed is 
absolute, but it is strictly personal and does not purport to 


v. 27. 1W adds wou. 


v. 28. 1 Here and in the following verse the asyndetons are corrected freely. 
v. 29. Ti reads etg for ext (with s* WDO minn latt). 
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include social responsibility; Christ does not say (for instance), 
“if a man strike thy wife, let him strike thy daughter also,” or 
“if a man take the widow’s bread, let him take the orphan’s 
also.”” Cf especially P. The extreme emphasis with which this 
and the following precepts are enunciated, and the prominence 
given them by tradition, show that these rules marked a sweep- 
ing departure from current Rabbinical teaching. Rabbinism no 
doubt contained many precepts not unlike Christ’s (elaborately 
collected in SB) but in the main these were smothered under a 
disproportionate mass of irrelevant matter. 

30. airovvTs in the context should mean “asking with 
threats or violence,’ but Lk does not seem to have intended 
this. The repetition of “and from him that taketh away” from 
v. 29 is ungraceful. azractety in 12: 20 only. 

31. This verse is best taken with what precedes, as otherwise 
the precepts in vv. 27-30 are left without a summary, but it 
serves also to effect the transition to what follows. In any case 
the context gives to “men” the sense “even if they are hostile,” 
although Lk probably did not notice this. 

32-33. ydpis, “thanks,’’ here approaches “reward” (v. 35); 
W’s translation, “‘God’s pleasure in the act,” is too abstruse. 
The exercise of natural affection is as much a purely human in- 
stinct as the desire for food or sleep, and so it cannot be counted 
as a special virtue. For “sinners” cf on 5:30 but the noun 
here may have a broader sense. a&ya@orroveiy appears to be a 
Jewish formation. 

34, The Old Testament prohibition of interest made loans 
difficult to obtain, so that “lending” became a cardinal virtue, 
worthy to be classed with “love” and “doing good” in general 
(Ps 112: 5, Sir 29: 1-7, etc). This verse must have puzzled Lk’s 
Greek readers, as among Gentiles “sinners” lent with the ex- 
pectation of receiving considerably more than “as much” (P 


Vv. 31. %at vmets is placed in the margin by WH, omitted by Ws, and bracketed 
by Sd (om B 579 700 a ff2 1 sys; om xat 565 af q; b q bo place (xat) umets after 
oy.otws). In so familiar a saying conformation to Mt would be especially easy. 

y. 32. sys omits the second clause, doubtless through homceoteleuton. 

vy. 33. Sd omits the yap before sav, which WH bracket; it is read only by Bx*700. 
But LODA al pl Ko have yao after the second xat (somewhat similarly in v. 34). 

vy. 34. B 700 af omit eotty (so Ws; WH bracket). 
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misunderstands). The final clause gives to “of whom ye hope 
to receive” the sense “who will repay,” not “who will lend to 
you.” 

35. wndev arredrifovres would normally mean “nothing de- 
spairing,” “never losing hope.!”’ If this is the force here, then 
the object of the hope is God (not the person benefited), for 
the context insists on the irrelevancy of man’s attitude. And 
this translation (P, Hz?) makes fair sense. But “hoping for no 
return?” (so usually) is far more appropriate in the setting, 
and is justified at least by the etymology of the verb (amd +- 
érmt€ew). Tischendorf reads wndéva? amedrifovtes, “ despair- 
ing of no one,” but this brings in an alien motive. “Ye shall 
be,” etc, does not appear to mean more than “God, who loves 
such actions, will make you His sons” (= “members of His 
Kingdom,” cf 20: 36). In Mt 5: 45 it may be implied that part 
of the reward consists in becoming Godlike, but this is hardly 
indicated here. &ydpicros in 2 Tim 3: 2 only; the paronomasia 
with xpnotds is doubtless intentional. 

36. The asyndeton! together with the conjunction? at the 
beginning of v. 37, indicates that this verse belongs with what 
follows (W1, JW, Z); the “mercy” consists primarily of absti- 
nence from judgment. But the general language forms a link 
with what precedes, as does the similarity to the last clause of 
v. 35 (W). 

37-38. In the context “give” should properly be ‘‘make all 
allowance for.” But this is probably too narrow, and the pre- 
cept is really a little out of key. Cf on v. 30. The figure is 
taken from measuring grain or meal. “Into the bosom”’; the 
girded upper-garment formed an excellent means of carrying 
bulky commodities; the custom and its designating phrase ex- 
isted in Greece as well as in the Orient. mvéSew,1 vrepexytv- 
vewv, and avtimetpetv here only; the second is known only 


v. 35. 1 Cf desperantes in latt, vg [MSS] syh. 2 Cf nihil inde sperantes in af c vg, 
and sa “not intending to take anything (again).”” NW 1071 II* 489 X sysp. So 
WHm. 

vv. 36-37. !1Soin BNWLD 1 minn & latt sys; Ko inserts ovy. ? Omitted in Ta 
sa bo D r minn lat sy. 

yv. 38. 1 Omitted in boaf cr sys. 
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in the LXX and the third is apparently unique. After the em- 
phasis on super-recompense the change in the last clause to 
exact recompense? is certainly surprising (against P). 


(27-38) From L; cf ptcety and eddoyety in v. 28, duolws in v. 31, 
G&uaetwrd¢ in vv. 32 ff, dwokayBdvery in v. 34, and the thoroughly 
Jewish style and coloring of the whole. 

The coincidences between the separate sayings in this section and 
their parallels in Mt do not appear (for the most part) to be anything 
more than what would occur in the independent transmission of similar 
precepts. It appears quite impossible to predicate any single written 
source from which Lk’s and Mt’s versions are both derivable, for the 
relations of the order of the sayings become too involved. If x represent 
Lukan matter not in Mt, then the Matthzan verses parallel to Lk’s 
are 5: 440, x, x, 44D, 39 f, 42, 7:12, 5: 46f, x, x, 45, 48, 7:1, X, X, 2. 
The simplest explanation is that Lk and Mt draw from independent 
collections of Christ’s sayings, which in Mt’s source were arranged to 
bear on the interpretation of the Law, in Lk’s so as to illustrate the 
duty of service. The various precepts in these collections must have 
been uttered by Christ on many occasions and in many forms. Hence 
little is to be gained by discussing all the variations between Lk and 
Mt, and, in particular, there is no point at all in trying to explain Lk’s 
omissions from Mt (or vice versa). 

(27-28) The resemblance to Mt 5: 44 is not close enough to justify 
the assumption of a direct common source. “‘That hear” is a gloss of 
Lk’s to establish a connection with the unrelated vv. 20-26 (Hk), but 
otherwise there is nothing in either Gospel that points to later addi- 
tions. ‘‘I say unto you”’ may perhaps be a reminiscence of Q (cf Ls), 
but it may equally well be simply good tradition. But the abrupt style 
must be referred to L. (29) The only coincidences with Mt 5: 39f 
are those that would have been inevitable in any Greek forms of the 
sayings. The use of the (first) participle is doubtless Lukan (Hk), but 
ctomtetwv is not specially characteristic of Lk (in 12:45 it is from Q), 
despite its five occurrences in Acts. The second half of this verse and 
Mt v. 40 may go back to really distinct sayings of Christ; if they have 
a single common source, the changes are too great for anything but 
oral tradition (W). The use of the verb in the singular has no critical 
significance (against Ls). (30) The first clause of this verse is certainly 
out of context, and the whole may be a Lukan insertion from Q. If so, 
the original form would be as in Mt 5: 42, Lk having roughly conformed 


2Sd reads tw Yao autw UeTeEW against w wae wetewW in BNW 33 LD x minn ic. 
© Ferr latt sys omit yao. The neutral reading may well be an accommodation to 
Mt. WHm has the simple wetonPycetat (B* 33 sa minn af b q sy). 
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it to his own v. 29 so as not to anticipate v. 34 (Hk). But the verse 
may have stood in L (W). (31) In the case of so important a saying 
as this, not too much weight should be attached to the agreement with 
Mt 7:12 (cf W); certain of Christ’s sayings must have assumed a 
fairly fixed Greek form well before the beginnings of the Synoptic 
period (cf on 11: 2-4). The position here is poor, but this is L’s fault 
rather than Lk’s (against Ls), for v. 32 could never have followed v. 30 
(or v. 29) directly. 

(32-35) These verses form a unit of thoroughly Jewish form and 
content which is certainly not due to Lk (against Ls). The repetition 
of “sinners” is an essential part of the style, so that reflections on Lk’s 
avoidance of Mt’s “‘publicans” or “‘Gentiles” are beside the mark 
(against Hk). L may perhaps be responsible for the literary form, but 
there is no real objection to referring the whole to Christ. (32-33) 
These verses probably represent a tradition independent of that in 
Mt 5:46f. yéo after the xat is a Lukan touch, but the meaning of 
x&ets has nothing to do with Pauline usage (against Hz). (34) W de- 
tects a difference of tone between “those loving you” and “from whom 
ye hope to receive,” but this is very tenuous. Ls, who recognizes the 
Jewish character of the verse, rather curiously thinks it was written 
by Lk; he holds that it was added “‘to give equilibrium.” (35) Ls 
suggests that “and your reward shall be great” is repeated from v. 23, 
W that the closing words are a reminiscence of Q (Mt 5:45); neither 
clause is indispensable. If Lk and Mt are to be brought into compari- 
son, the latter is more concrete and Jewish; Lk for some reason dislikes 
“heavenly” as an attribute of God. (36) From the difficult position of 
this verse W argues that it is a reminiscence of Q (Mt 5: 48). WI re- 
gards Lk’s “merciful” as “‘much more genuine” than Mt’s “perfect,” 
but the Greek words seem mere translation variants of an Aramaic 
“good”; “perfect” and “merciful” do not naturally suggest each 
other. (37-38) The cumulation of short precepts is in the style of 
vv. 27{. The context of the final clause of v. 38 is poor (cf exegetical 
notes), and apart from this clause the section ends with an impressive 
generalization (‘‘give”). W holds that Lk has added the clause from 
Q, and this is probably right. To invoke an influence of Mk 4: 24 f 
(Ls, cf Hz) is artificial. 

The place of the above section in L cannot be determined. None of 
the sayings present any problem as actual utterances of Christ. 

The only “‘Lukan” terms in the above are the possessive datives in 
VV. 32-34. 


39-45. On judging others. 
39-40. The condemnation of “judging” in v. 37 gives the 
connection. A pitiless man cannot really benefit the objects of 
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his criticisms; if men submit themselves to his guidance, they 
will fall into his faults. “Guides of the blind” was perhaps a 
self-chosen title of the Pharisees; cf Rom 2:19. A teacher can- 
not impart more knowledge than he himself possesses, not even 
to his most diligent pupils. v. 49 is quite as general as v. 39 and 
there is no reference to Christ! in “teacher” (against WI, JW). 
For the opening words of v. 39 cf 5:36. WI, JW (cf Z) take 
“every one?” as representing an Aramaic adverb, “he who is 
wholly instructed.” With v. 40 cf Pirg. Ab. 2:8, “Eliezer b. 
Hyrcanus is a plastered cistern, which loseth not a drop.”’ Note 
the pedagogic presuppositions that regard instruction as simply 
the imparting of information. 

41-42. These verses contain the application of the parable 
in vv. 39-40, the words “beam in thine own eye” probably re- 
ferring to “blind guide” in v. 39. The figure of the beam is in- 
tentionally grotesque. ov BAé7rwy appears to be the only case 
in Lk of a non-conditional participle negatived with ov. 

43-44, A second “parable,” with the same moral as vv. 39 f. 
The connection is meant to be very close (Yap), but it would 
be improved by an interchange of the clauses? in v. 43 (Hz, cf 
Jl). The “fruit” here is influence on others. W thinks that 
otadvA7v* has been put into the singular for emphasis, “not a 
single grape.” 

45. A final generalization closes the section. mpopépev refers 
to words, not to works; the verb is found here only. 


(39-45) From Q; the parallels in Mt are scattered. 

(39) Cf Mt 15:14. W holds that Lk has preserved the original 
place of this saying, but its meaning in Lk is too specialized and its 
connection with what follows too hard. Mt’s context is, to be sure, 
Markan, but the anti-Pharisaic point he gives the verse is undoubtedly 
correct. Lk has used the saying to soften the transition (cf 5: 36) from 


v. 40. 1 This reference has created eotw in 8 sa © minn F, and may be respon- 
sible for the omission of the whole clause in AI’. Cf sys, “there is no disciple who 
is as perfect as his master in teaching.” *Om x b. 

vy. 42. Sd begins with y in brackets; om B af ffz sys; 8 minn have de. 

vv. 43-44. 1Om D a; likewise in v. 44 by more MSS; Thas 3¢. * Actually found 
in 579. * Pluralized in WL Ferr latt syp. 8 has @Aaotou for Gatov; 28 has pwda 
for ouxa. 

v. 45. After the first xxpia¢ Sd adds autou in brackets; om Bx 579; D reads 
autou ts xapdtac. For AwAet D has xqAct. 
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L to Q, v. 41 helping to suggest placing it here (Hz). As regards the 
form, Lk’s double question is simpler and doubtless more original than 
Mt’s declarative form (W, Jl), but Lk has made a compound of the 
second verb. (40) The artificiality of Lk’s context is obvious, even 
apart from a comparison with Mt 10: 24 (cf Jn 13: 16; 15: 20); Lk per- 
haps quotes from memory (W, Hz, Jl). The second clause in Mt (if 
original) was not adapted to Lk’s use of the saying. xatypttouévos is 
literary, even if not specifically Pauline (against Hk, Ls). (41-42) Cf 
Mt 7:3-5. The agreement between the Gospels is unusually closes 
such differences as occur seem to be all due to Lk’s stylistic revisions, 
with the possible exception of Sdvacat in v. 42 (cf 3:8; 12: 25; 16:13 
[bis]; all Q). W thinks that the section was originally anti-Pharisaic; 
WI dissents. After this point Q seems to have contained Mt 7:6, 12- 
15, but Lk has given Mt 7:12 already (v. 31) and the other verses 
would have been inappropriate here. But cf 13: 24. 

(43-45) vv. 43-44¢ are paralleled in Mt 7: 18, 20, as a condemnation 
of “‘false prophets,” and again in Mt 12: 33, as a self-defence of Christ. 
v. 440 is paralleled only in Mt 7: 16, v. 45 only in Mt 12:35, 340. 

W holds that Q contained vv. 43-44a twice. And this is really the 
only satisfactory explanation of Mt’s doubling the passage, for Mt 12: 
33-37 is not in Mt’s own style and has no reference to the controversies 
of his day (cf W, Jl, Ls). Then Lk met Q’s first use of the section at 
this point, and he enlarged and supplemented it from the second occur- 
rence in Q, rearranging the order so as to connect with v. 44. Mt 7: 
15-16a, 20 would have been out of place in Lk; Mt 7: 19 and 12: 34a 
are probably not part of Q. 

(43) To extricate the exact wording of Q from the three versions is 
a hopeless task, and the “‘original’? form must remain in doubt. In- 
deed, it may even be doubted that a single original existed; the two 
occurrences in Q may actually represent two different forms in which 
Christ delivered the saying. It is probable, however, that Mt 12: 33 
in Q was more or less like Lk 6: 43; xovhoate is doubtless an addition 
of Mt’s (Jl, Ls). In Mt 7:18 the distinctions between éya0é¢ and 
xaA6s, or between rovneds and canes, could hardly be expressed in 
Aramaic; &ya06¢ and rovneds are moral terms which tend to allegorize. 
In Lk 6:43, Lk is responsible for the participles (Hk), and he has 
avoided repeating dbvacha after v. 420. (44a) &xaotov and t&fou are 
due to Lk. (440) Mt’s interrogative form is probably primary (W, Hk). 
The original names of the plants must remain indeterminate, for Gen 
3:18 may have been the model, may have influenced Mt, or may be 
irrelevant. If any choice is possible, Lk’s vague @d&tou deserves the 
preference, but his singular ctaguAqy and the technical vintage term 
tevyGoty are refinements (W, Hk). W, Hk hold that Mt 7:17 stood 
here in Q and was omitted by Lk as needless, Jl considers Mt’s verse 
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an allegorical expansion. (45) Mt’s reversal of the order is caused by 
his introduction of v. 34a (cf Jl), but the other differences are due to 
Lk’s stylistic improvements. Hk, rather curiously, does not include 
this verse in Q. 


46-49. Concluding warning. 

46. The theme is changed abruptly to the sin of lip-service, 
for “do what I say” can hardly be restricted to abstinence from 
criticism. To Lk’s readers, of course, “call me Lord” meant 
“profess Christianity.” 

47-49. The contrast between the two men is based on the 
amount of labor exerted by them. Each chose a suitable site 
near a water course, but the former took pains to dig through 
the surface-earth to the underlying rock, while the latter saved 
himself the trouble. A flood (perhaps thought of in Lk as a very 
rare occurrence) showed the justice of the former’s precau- 
tions. Good Rabbinical parallels in SB (on Mt 7: 24). BaOdvev, 
ouprinrew, mpoopryvuc Ga! and wA7uuppa? here only; the lat- 
ter two are non-classical. In v. 49 JW takes pyyyma as “rent.” 


(46-49) Cf Mt 7: 21, 24-27. 

(46) Lk’s shift in the position of Mt 7: 12 has unduly narrowed the 
meaning of this verse; cf exegetical note. And in form Lk seems to be 
secondary throughout (so usually, against W1), Mt’s hypothetical 
statement having become a rebuke of unworthy members of the church. 
Indeed, the differences are so great that Hk questions the existence of 
this saying in Q, while W refers Lk’s form to L. 

The original Aramaic title used for “Lord” in this saying is not 
important; “mara” or “‘Rabbi” are both possibilities, or the wording 
might even have been “not every one who calls himself my disciple, 

. .” Jl suggests “not every one who hears my words,” but this would 
not have been worth saying. Ls thinks that something like Mt 7: 22 f 
stood here in Q but was unsuited to Lk. 

(47-49) The chief difference between Lk and Mt here is that Lk 
lays the stress on diligence, Mt on foresight. Lk’s form certainly gives 
a better moral (Jl, WI), but for this very reason it is probably secon- 
dary; the quiet simplicity of Mt’s form is much more in Christ’s style. 
In Mt a familiar feature of Palestinian scenery is described, the wady 
beds, dry and sandy most of the year but flooded after “the” rains. 
So the wise builder chooses outcropping rock for his site, where pos- 


v. 46. For « WHm, Ws read 0 (B af). 
vv. 48-49. 1 In v. 49 I’ has xooep., and D ouvep. ? Its spelling varies. 
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sible. In Lk there is found only a vague description of a “flood,” such 
as might happen anywhere. 

(47) Jl, Ls support Lk’s “‘coming to me” as forming an appropriate 
climax, “coming, ... hearing, ... doing,” but this climax is studied and 
the phrase has a Johannine sound (W). Lk has introduced the parti- 
ciples. He uses the first person drodefEw similarly in 12: 5; Acts 9: 16 
(cf the aorist in Acts 20: 35), and the only other New Testament in- 
stance of the verb (Lk 3:7 = Mt 3: 7) has a different sense. So the 
whole clause may be a Lukan addition (against W). (48) There is 
nothing particularly ‘“‘eschatological” about Mt’s “shall be likened” 
(against Jl), and Lk is better Greek (Hk). But Lk would not have 
changed dvdet to d&vOedmw. gedviuos would have been out of place in 
Lk; cf 12:42 (and Mt 25:2). Lk’s participle and his suppression of 
Mt’s adtod thy improve the style. ‘‘Who . . . foundation” points 
the moral somewhat laboriously, but the fact that only Lk uses ox&rrety 
has little significance. On rAnwuge« cf above and the exegetical note. 
axpocépnéev is much better than Mt’s xpocérecav. toxyletv is a favorite 
verb of Lk’s (8 times Gospel, 6 Acts); a repetition of ‘‘on the rock” 
is avoided. (49) Lk avoids repeating the whole description. The > 
aorist of the participles is a refinement. “‘Straightway” heightens 
(against Jl), and Lk has used a compound verb. pyyya is due to 
npoctontev (W); Ezk 13: 11 (Jl) is rather remote and JW’s explanation 
is strained. ‘Of that house”? compensates for the omission of Mt’s 
“the winds . . . thereof.” 

The alterations are too extensive to be attributed solely to Lk. 
Tradition has been at work on the parable to point its moral and Lk 
preferred to use it in this form, with some further changes of his own. 
But there is nothing to indicate the immediate source; W argues for 
L, but no signs of L’s vocabulary appear. 


CHAPTER VII 


(x) C£ Mt 7: 28; 8: sa. 

A Q transition verse, into which Mt has inserted (7: 29-8: 4) Mk 
1:22, 40-45. Mt 8:5 is paralleled by both Lk here and Mk 2:1. 
It is just possible that Q contained something like Mt 8:1, for, as 
Christ’s ascent of the “mount” was described, the descent could hardly 
be omitted. But Lk has told this already (6:17). Mt’s “‘it came to 
pass when Jesus had finished these words” is a set Matthzan phrase 
(Mt 19: 1; 26:1, cf 11:1; 13:53) and its insertion, together with the 


v. 1. In place of ewetSn (BWC* AIT minn X) emer Se is found in x al pl Ko 
(WHm); the asyndeton is distinctly “harder.” K minn conflate into exetdy de; 
@ minn have ote de; D it xat eyeveto ote. 
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addition of clauses from Mk, must have disarranged Q’s wording seri- 
ously, On the other hand, éja and Aawbs are “Lukan,” and énetd4 
(13: 46, three times in Acts, not in Mk or Mt) and els ta&¢ dxoks 
(Acts 17: 20) are likewise to be referred to Lk. But Lk does not use 
tAneoby again in this sense. 


2-10. The centurion’s faith. 

2-3. After v. 1, “when he heard concerning Jesus” may mean 
“hearing of Jesus’ return.”” But this is not said and probably 
is not intended. The centurion was of course in the (police) 
service of Antipas, whose force would have been officered as far 
as possible by professional soldiers. A Jew among these would 
have been a rarity, and the centurion here was a Gentile (con- 
trast 3:14). But he had strong leanings towards Judaism, and 
he may have been a half proselyte (Acts 10:1). As a Gentile, 
he was reluctant to approach a strange Jewish teacher, and em- 
ployed the mediation of local “elders,” the official heads of the 
community. : 

4, The use of a relative with a subjunctive! after @&tos is very 
unusual. 

5. The military rank of a centurion was humble but in police 
administration opportunities of accumulating wealth were many, 
even for an honest man. 

6. After despatching his first deputies, the centurion was 
again seized with scruples. So he sent! other emissaries, beg- 
ging Christ not to go to further trouble.? 

7. The apology! for the centurion’s non-appearance in person 
seems strangely placed; it should have been made by his first 
messengers (W). Adyq@ is intentionally used for Adyov,? as the 
word is thought of as the instrument of the miracle’; this use 
otherwise only in Mt’s parallel. ats, “boy,” shows the man’s 
affection for this particular servant. 

v. 4. Ti, Sd read nowtwv (NLAD x Ferr minn ©); otherwise rapexaAouv (but A 
minn have napexaAcoay). 1 mageEerin A al pl Ko. @ reads rapegys; minn napegetc. 

v. 6. After areyovtos Ti omits aro (with sD 1 Ferr), and after Aeywy he omits 
autw (with x*@ 700 b q vg). 1 After exeyev Sdm inserts te0¢ autoy (against Bx* 


minn); A reads ex autov; W me0g autouc. 2 Sd (non mg) has the order ett txavog 


(against BXW 700 b). ; f 
y. 7. ! Omitted by Ta D 700 minn af it sys. * Changed in 69 minn I’ 1. *Sdm 
has taOnoetat, as in Mt (against BL sa); otherwise ta0ytw. 
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8. The centurion knows the power of a command from author- 
ized lips, and he is wholly convinced of Christ’s authority. W, 
Z argue that he believed Christ would send an angel of healing, 
Hz, JW that He would expel the demon causing the sickness, 
but neither supposition is particularly relevant (Ls). “Servant” 
is general and does not necessarily designate the sick man; the 
centurion had other servants. 

9-10. Christ’s assent to the request is taken for granted. 


(2-10) Cf Mt 8: 56-10, 13. 

The close agreement between Lk and Mt in their wording of the 
body of this section is proof of a common source; and their agreement 
in placing it after the Sermon (in Mt only the story of the leper inter- 
venes) is proof that this source was Q. But the divergence at the be- 
ginning is very considerable; in Mt the centurion comes himself, in Lk 
he sends deputies. An abbreviation of Q by Mt (Z) is hardly possible, 
for the rather pointless character of these verses is unlike Q, which 
ordinarily does not waste a word. On the other hand, an expansion of 
Q by Lk seems incredible. Would the Gentile Lk, who was writing for 
Gentiles, go out of his way to insert with considerable emphasis that 
Christ could be approached by a Gentile only through the mediation 
of Jewish elders? A desire to stress the centurion’s humility (Hz, JW, 
cf Ls) could have been satisfied in a less objectionable manner. 

The most plausible assumption is that Lk had the material in a 
parallel account, and he felt bound to give it for historic completeness. 
This account would have been L; cf the use of &xéyeuy, “be distant,” 
in v. 6, the contact with Jn 4: 46-54, and the narrowly Jewish empha- 
sis. Cf also on v. 9. 

The words of the centurion’s message may, indeed, have been learned 
by heart by his emissaries, but they would certainly be more natural 
in his own mouth. Perhaps the circle in which L originated felt that 
any dealings on Christ’s part with Gentiles required explanation, par- 
ticularly dealings that included such superlative praise. So the ex- 
planation grew up that this Gentile was an extraordinary benefactor 
of Israel and most humble in the presence of Jews. Reminiscences of 
the Jairus story seem to have aided in putting this interpretation into 
narrative form (cf especially Wl, K); both the ruler of the synagogue 
and its founder appeal for aid in sickness. 

(2) Lk seems to have condensed the opening words, but no choice 
can be made between Lk’s 800A0¢ and Mt’s naic. But xantig &xew is 


v. 9. For ovde (oute Ko) D has ovSerote, and @ it ev oudeve. 
v. 10. Before dovAoy Sd inserts acbevouvta (against BNWL 700 157 minn af it 
sysj). 
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not Lukan; it occurs only in 5: 31, where it is from Mk. “At the point 
of death” is doubtless a natural heightening of the miracle. (3) ‘Of 
the Jews” may be Lk’s addition; épwray is “Lukan.” (4) napaytvecbat 
and épwréy (if read) are ““Lukan.” (6) obvis “Lukan,” as is méunevy. 
pw} oxdAAou may well be a further reminiscence of the Jairus story 
(Mk 5:35 = Lk 8: 49), for Mt would scarcely have omitted it. Hence 
WI’s arguments for the deduction of this section of Q from Mk rest 
chiefly on passages that were not part of Q at all. The centurion’s 
words have been rearranged, so as to secure better emphasis. txavéc is 
here from Q. (7) The first clause is an attempt to reconcile the cen- 
turion’s words with his non-appearance; Ls thinks it due to Lk. “Only” 
would have appealed to Lk, had he read it. The mood of ta64tw is 
conformed (W) to eixé; the verb itself is ““Lukan” but here is from 
Q. (8) Mt does not seem to have written taccdyevos (despite Bx al), 
and tkosety belongs to Lk’s vocabulary (Hk). (9) The first clause is 
easily understood as a Lukan revision of Q, but it has a curious simi- 
larity to the opening of the L section in 14: 25; otpagelc is an L term. 
map” olSevt tocaityy in Mt (BW al) is a heightening, either by Mt 
himself or by some copyist (cf W). (10) This verse has practically 
nothing in common with Mt v. 13, and dxooteégy and xéuretv are 
“Lukan,” while only Lk uses Sytafvetv. Hk thinks that Q ended with 
y. 9, to which Lk and Mt have supplied independent conclusions, telling 
what Q took for granted. 

The account owes its presence in Q to Christ’s praise of a Gentile’s 
faith (Hk), and the miracle is subsidiary. That the servant knew of his 
master’s appeal to Christ, and that his faith aided in the cure, is of 
course altogether probable (cf JW). W1’s criticism of the story has 
little weight, except on his hypothesis that only Mk contains genuine 
tradition. 

Note. The phenomena above discussed would be most easily ex- 
plained on the assumption that L’s account had incorporated some of 
Q’s wording; a quite possible supposition. But cf p. xxxiii. 


11-17. The widow of Nain. 

After the healing of a dying man (v. 2) follows an account of 
the raising of a man actually dead. In addition, this helps to 
prepare for the words in v. 22. 

11. “Soon afterwards” (To! €&7s; scl Kap) is typically 
Lukan in its vagueness, and so Lk’s naming the obscure city 
Nain is rather remarkable. This city does not appear elsewhere 


y. 11. !cy in Ti, WHm (x*CD al pl Ko) is a correction; af c f even supply 
“day.” WD af sys omit ev. 
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in the Bible or in Josephus, but it was placed by Eusebius and 
Jerome on the north slope of Little Hermon; Robinson identi- 
fied it with the modern Nein, two miles west of En-Dor, Christ’s 
companions? are described as in 6: 17 f. 

12. Death of a widow’s only son was the greatest misfortune 
conceivable, and the sympathy of the city is shown in the size 
of the accompanying crowd. The style is unusually Hebraistic'; 
note kal idov after the @s clause, the combination TeOvnxas 
povoryevnys vids,? and the paratactic cal adry.s éxxoplfew here 
only. 

13. The narrative takes Christ’s knowledge of the woman’s 
desolation for granted, without explaining how this knowledge 
was obtained. Nothing is said of any faith in Christ on her 
part. Here Lk uses “the Lord” for the first time in narrative. 

14. The ritual uncleanness of the bier is deliberately disre- 
garded. odpos here only; it was probably a mere pallet. 

15. The final clause is taken verbally from 1 K 17: 23. ava- 
xaifev1 here only. 

16. The first words are almost exactly as in 5: 26 (cf 4: 36; 
5:9). The 670’s are recitative. “God hath visited” (cf 1: 68) 
need not mean “the Messiah! has appeared” (against W), al- 
though Lk doubtless took the phrase in this sense. 

17. Cf 4:37; 5:15. “Judea” means “Palestine” as usual; 
Z suggests that many Judeans must have been present (! ). 


(11-17) From L, with L’s vocabulary unusually abundant. Cf 
éyéveto with finite verb in v. 11, éyy(Ceww (with @s) and xat atch in 
Vv. 12, 6 xbgtoc, omAayyviGesBar, and xAatety in v. 13, and %e§aro in 
V. 15. cuvropedecOat is found elsewhere in Lk only in L (14: 25; 24: 15, 
not in Acts), and for émoxéxtec@at, “favor,” cf on 1: 68. 


2 Ti, Sd insert txavot after gutou (against BNWL sa bo D minn F& latt sy). 

v.12. 1sa bo D minn omit xa; D omits tov also. 2 A c omit te8ynxws; 122 has 
vexeos. The order utog wovoyerns in Sd (against BsWYL minn &X) is smoother 
before unter and so “easier.” * WA al pl Ko smooth by omitting ny here (D sub- 
stitutes ouca) and (usually) in the next clause. D af change ny ovy into cuveAnAuer. 

v. 13. After en Ti reads the accusative with x al pl; otherwise the dative. © ff. 
1 omit ex aut. 

v. 14. Da ffe double veavtoxe. 

v. 15. 1 WHm has the simple verb (B af c). 

v. 16. 1 Cf xuptog for Oe0¢ in x Ic, and the omission of the subject in 69. At 
the end Ferr MA minn X af it add ets ayaOoy. 
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(11) &%¢ is peculiar to Lk (cf xabeths in 1:3, etc), and tM étijs is 
evidently a connecting gloss. xaAobwevog is “Lukan,” and Lk has 
doubtless introduced the mention of Christ’s companions. (12) txavég 
and ody are “Lukan.” (13-14) W, Ls think that Christ’s words are a 
reminiscence of Mk 5: 39, 41; the narrative is complete without them. 
WI conjectures, not unplausibly, that “bier” was originally “body”; 
if so, the change was made by L or earlier, as contact with a dead 
body would not have disturbed Lk. (15) The influence of the LXX is 
characteristic of L. (16-17) These verses seem to be almost (or quite) 
wholly due to Lk (against W), for the narrative is complete with v. 15 
and dof&ew toy Bedy and Aadc are “Lukan.” But the ejaculations of 
the people may be a remnant of an original conclusion. 

The miracle, as a miracle, is neither more nor less difficult than the 
raising of Jairus’ daughter, and discussions as to the physical condi- 
tion of the body, etc, are idle. The mention of Nain is good evidence 
that some miracle of Christ’s was associated with the place, for attempts 
to interpret this name allegorically (such as ‘*n) = lamentation’’) 
lead nowhere; Ls even tries to take the whole narrative as allegory. 
Mk’s omission of this miracle raises no problem, for the events in 
Mk’s miracle cycle are selected to show the results of faith or lack of 
faith in Christ. The other difficulties indicated in the exegetical note 
to v. 13 are not important. 

For the form of the story K compares, not inappositely, Philostratus, 
Apollonius, IV, 45. 


18-23. The Baptist’s messengers. 

Lk now returns to the Baptist, who has not been mentioned 
(apart from 5:33) since the account of his imprisonment. 
Rather curiously, Lk tells nothing further until in 9: 7-9 the 
fact of his martyrdom transpires incidentally. 

18. “All these things” naturally means “Christ’s works and 
acts in general,!” without special reference to vv. 10-17. The 
Baptist’s imprisonment did not cut him off from communica- 
tion with his disciples. Cf 23: 23. 

19. Christ’s reply gives to “he that cometh” the meaning 
“Messiah,” not “a predecessor” (against McN); cf Ps 118: 26, 

v. 18. 1Cf the insertion of cept autov (in various positions) in 1 69 minn. D 
even changes the first sentence into a direct continuation of v. 17: Ey ot¢ xat WeYor 
Twavou tov Barttatov (so af) os xat meocxaAecauevos suo tw Uabntwv Aeyet 
xtA (similarly af). Conversely, a cl omit mept maytwy touTwy. 

v.19. Here BNWYL3 157 minn pl &X (WH), and in v. 20 NWLD 1 157 


minn &X (WHm) have etepov for aAAoy. But conformation to Mt would have 
been very easy. 
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Hbr 10: 37 (= Hab 2:3 LXX). If Lk thought at all about the 
relation of this question to ch 1, he must have interpreted it as 
an evidence of waning faith; cf critical note on 1: 39-45. 

20. The question is repeated to emphasize its great importance. 

21. The reply is at first silent and indirect. paorE here only 
in Lk, with no sharp distinction from vécos; the two terms to- 
gether include most of the ailments of v. 22. The healing of the 
blind is emphasized, as no miracle of this kind has been related 
as yet. 

22. The actions are then translated into words by quoting 
Isa 35:5f (in substance), with a clause from Isa 61:1 (cf on 
4:18). Both passages were certainly held Messianic, so that 
the answer, while evasive, is sufficiently explicit. But it does 
not give, and was not meant to give, a complete definition of 
the Messiah or his work. ‘Ye heard” must refer primarily to 
the preaching, but it may also include reports of healings which 
the messengers did not see for themselves. Z thinks that “good 
tidings” contrasts Christ’s preaching with the Baptist’s. 

23. The Baptist is warned against letting preconceptions of 
the Messiah’s duty interfere with understanding Christ’s words. 
But Christ had little hope of convincing him (v. 28). 


(18-23) Cf Mt 11: 2-6. 

(18) Lk’s version can be understood entirely as a revision of the 
wording in Mt, conformed in some degree to v. 3. Mt’s dxolbcag td 
Zoya is somewhat awkward (Hk), and Lk has inserted the (obvious) 
means by which the news reached the Baptist. dmayyé)Aeww is “Lukan.” 
Mt’s “in prison” has already been given in 3: 20; it is quite needless 
to suppose that Q thought of John as at liberty (against JW). (19) W 
argues for L influence here, but the remarkable agreement with Acts 
23:23 tells against this; the use of xlocoy (if textually genuine) is due 
to v. 13. ‘‘Two” messengers was the logical number, but Ls suggests 
that 300 may be a misreading of Q’s dé. Or Lk may have objected to 


v. 20. WH, Ws have the aorist arectethkey (BNW3 157 minn); otherwise the 
perfect, 

Vv. 21. exetvy is made auty in al pl Ko for emphasis. The change of wea into 
nweoa (8*L 69) is studied. 

v.22. After nxovoate Ti, Sd insert ott (the evidence is involved). In the second 
part of the verse the MSS tend generally to insert xat’s; WH, Ws accept the one 
before xwgot; the evidence (BRWD® al pl sysp) is strong, but this isolated xat seems 
rather pointless. D af expand and paraphrase. 
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Mt’s réunewv 31k. xéurew here is from Q. Lk would not have sub- 
stituted &)Aov for the “Lukan”’ &repov in Mt. (20) The repetition of 
the question probably is from Q, which Mt has abbreviated. The first 
clause of the verse has been conformed to v. 4; napaytvecOar and dyho 
are “Lukan.” (21) efSete (or BAgéxere) in Christ’s reply has led Lk 
to introduce (rather characteristically) a realistic preparation for v. 22; 
Ls notes that he stopped short of writing “he raised many dead.” 
(22-23) The aorists are conformed to v. 21. The omission of Mt’s 
xal’s is an improvement. Verse 21 leads to transposing ‘“‘see” before 
“ hear.”’ 

The authenticity of this section is hardly to be questioned. A con- 
troversialist of the apostolic age would have adduced evidence of a 
very different character (JW, Hk), and would not have contented 
himself with so indirect an answer. Hk notes, moreover, that the very 
doubt of the Baptist and the absence of any claim for the success of 
Christ’s message are good proofs of the story’s accuracy. 

Hz, WI, Ls are inclined to think that v. 22 was originally meant 
allegorically. But this is hardly credible; there is no evidence that Isa 
35:5{ was ever understood wholly as an allegory, or even so meant 
by Isaiah himself (against Hz). Allegory is not to be excluded entirely, 
but it certainly does not exhaust the meaning of the passage. Christ 
did not regard healing as a primary part of His commission, but the 
cures, when they occurred, bore Him real testimony. Cf 11: 19. 

This passage has a special interest in its bearings on the Messianic 
“secret.” The claim here was certainly meant to be unambiguous, 
but its phrasing is extraordinarily cautious; Christ’s enemies could 
find no ground for formal complaint in His use of such words. But the 
effect of His reply on the apostles’ minds must have been considerable, 
and this must have been a potent factor in preparing for St. Peter’s 
confession. 


24-28. Christ’s estimate of the Baptist. 
24, In the context (and in view of Lk’s presuppositions), vv. 


24-28 must be read as an explanation of the Baptist’s hesitancy 
in accepting Christ. “Why did you go out? To see a reed?” 
and “What did you go out to see? A reed?” are both possible 
renditions (there is a similar ambiguity in vv. 25-26 also), but 
the difference in emphasis is negligible. “A reed shaken by the 
wind” may be understood as “a commonplace person” (Hz, 


vv. 24-26. WH, Ws read e€ndOate with BxLD 1 Ferr minn & in all three 


instances, with other evidence in each verse. (AKII have the perfect at least in 
vy. 26.) The perfect is read in all three verses by Ti, Sd, but Lk may have used the 
perfect in v. 26 only (where it has the best support) as a climax. 


Lincoln Christian College 
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P, McN), but probably something more is implied; v. 23 sug- 
gests “a wavering individual” (so usually). 

25. John was no worldly dignitary, who would form his 
opinion from externals. W, Z specify “who would be shaken 
in his conviction by hardship,” but this is rather remote. tTpup7 
only in 2 Pet 2:13. 

26. The people realized all this, and they saw in John nothing 
less than a prophet. W, JW treat the next words as continuing 
the people’s expectations, “ye went out to see one greater than 
a prophet.” But this puts an awkward asyndeton at the end 
of the verse. It is better to take “Yea” as marking the begin- 
ning of Christ’s own declaration; Wl even punctuates “Even 
more than a prophet is he of whom it is written,” etc. In any 
case, “greater than a prophet” can only mean “precursor of 
the Messiah.” 

27. The form of the quotation (Mal 3: 1) is not very close to 
either the Hebrew or the LXX; some Aramaic paraphrase is 
the most likely source. 

28. “That are born of women” hardly seems to contain a 
reference to human weakness (against Z), and such a reference 
is impossible if “prophet !” is read (after yuvatxav; “no prophet 
among them that are born of women”). Lk would have under- 
stood the saying to mean “the most insignificant Christian is 
greater than the Baptist,’’ and so would have understood the 
Kingdom to be present, identifying it with the church. But cf 
critical note. 


(24-28) Cf Mt 11: 7-11. 

(24) &xeA06ytwy is an improvement on Mt’s xopevougywy and it is 
given the emphatic position, but Mt’s use of the proper names is better 
than Lk’s. If the perfect éAyAdOate is read (here and in wv. 25 f), 
it is due to revision. (25) tuattots is supplied, and the repetition of 
pakax6s avoided. The expansion into “gorgeously . . . delicately” is 
due to Lk (W, Hk). Sxéeyxew is “Lukan.” BactAetors is more usual 


v. 25. For uxapyovtes DKII minn have dicyovres, intensifying. 

v. 26. D a conform the second half of the verse to v. 28a, a variation that leads 
JW to treat the whole verse as a gloss (quite needlessly). 

v. 28. So Ti, Sd, against BsWL x 157 KII minn syj HX latt. 4 has xeogytys 
after ovdetc; D readsit in v. 26. But the noun is pedantic, and suggests an attempt 
to exclude Christ from the comparison, Cf WI, Z. 
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Greek, and efsty is supplied. The order i3. xpo9. is conformed to vv. 
25f. (27) Lk dislikes subject pronouns (Hk). (28) dy is omitted. 
Mt’s éyhyeortat is a usual Old Testament form and is probably original. 
If “prophet” is read in Lk, Mt probably omitted it because John was 
“greater than a prophet.” But neither Evangelist would have thought 
confusion with Christ’s greatness possible (against Wl). Mt’s “the 
Baptist” is of course secondary. 

JW, MeN (cf the latter’s careful note) think the Malachi quotation 
a later addition to Q, but the most that can be said is that the context 
is smoother without it. WI rejects v. 28 because “‘Kingdom” is used 
in a present sense, as persons are already “in” the Kingdom. But such 
a use would have been quite possible in Christ’s mouth, even though it 
involves a somewhat proleptic use of ‘‘in.’”’ On the other hand, JW, 
Z, McN think that the original force of the saying was futuristic; JW 
translates, ‘‘many a lesser man will have a higher place in the King- 
dom” (cf Hk). McN’s rendition is, ‘the least then will be greater than 
the Baptist now (and the Baptist then will be very great),” but this is 
rather artificial. 


29-30. The opinions of the Jews. 

29. Christ is thought to be speaking still (v. 31). The connec- 
tion is rather ad voc. “John,” even if v. 28d is ignored. The 
sense seems to be, “There was no greater prophet than John; 
the people, by submitting to his baptism, recognized the right- 
eousness of God’s decree commissioning him.” 

30. The position of “for themselves!” gives it the meaning 
“as far as it related to themselves.” 


(29-30) An obscure little fragment. Its connection with vy. 24-28 
is poor, but its connection with vv. 31 ff is still worse, for “the men” of 
v. 31 ignores v. 29. Yet it seems to have stood in Q, for it is difficult 
to see why Lk should insert such an unimportant section in the middle 
of a continuous discourse. There is no parallel to these verses in Mt, 
but at exactly this point Mt likewise inserts into Q a little section of 
about the same length (Mt 11: 12-15). It seems almost as if Mt had 
read Q as in Lk, and had replaced these verses by a saying he thought 
more edifying. 

Lk’s form has a rough parallel, however, in Mt 21: 32, which is pre- 
ceded (vv. 28-31) by the parable of the two sons. This leads W to 
reconstruct Q as consisting of Mt 11: 12-15, 21: 28f, Lk 7:29. His 
elaborate argument takes account of the facts (except for the bad con- 
nection between Lk vv. 30 and 31), but is involved. And, in addition, 


v. 30. ! The phrase is difficult and is omitted in 8 sa D. 
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the connection between Mt 21: 28f and 21: 32 is probably fortuitous 
(QI, Hz; Ls). 

Q presumably included the saying here simply because it spoke of 
John. Its original context is indeterminable. 


31-36. The Jews’ unreasonableness. 

31. On the bad connection here cf critical note above; “the 
men of this generation” certainly must include more than the 
Pharisees. And this verse contradicts “all the people” in 
W.200 

32-34, Exegetes have made hard work of this, identifying 
the querulous children with those calling to their fellows (W, P), 
or with these “fellows” (JW), or with both groups (Z, on 
adrjXoxs cf critical note), or with neither group, the querulous- 
ness alone being in point (Jl, Hz?, Ls). The simplest opinion is 
JW’s, ‘‘the men of this generation are like peevish children, 
who refuse to approve their comrades, no matter what they 
propose.” WI (cf McN) regards the complaint as part of the 
game (“the children are playing, not quarrelling”), but this 
misses the blame in Christ’s words. 

35. WI, with considerable plausibility, takes this saying as 
sarcastic, “Your conduct shows your ‘wisdom’!” There is no 
reason to think Lk meant “Wisdom” as a name for Christ 
(against JW, Ls). 


(31-35) Cf Mt 11: 16-19. 
(31) ody connects with v. 30. dv@edmoug gives a contrast with madla 


v. 31. 1 de in place of ouvv (& 570), or the omission of the conjunction Gal) are 
attempts to smooth. f even inserts tunc ergo iesus dixit; cf evxe Se o xuptoc ina 
few_minn and Clementine vg, and ouxett exetvotc eAeyeto aAA@ tots UaOyTALS 
in & mg. 

v.32. After aAAnAots Ti has Acyoytes, with L sa bo D Ferr af it (Aeyovta in 8°W 
157 4). Bx* 700 r have & Aeyet (so WH, Ws, Sd); AA al Ko have xat Aeyoucty 
(cf Mt); 579 has @ meocqwvouvta Aeyousty; sys has nothing at all (perhaps rightly). 
After ebeqyncaweyv Sd adds uuty in brackets (Y* minn Ko). 

v. 33. For un Sdm has wyte (Ko, against BNW sa bo 157 & f sysp). The follow- 
ing pyte is read unde in NW 157 (so Ti). Sd prefers the unusual order getoyv ecbtwy 

. Otvey Ttvwy (against BNWL bo 157 & f vg syp). D 700 r Ferr minn sysc 
omit wetoyv and otyoy, as in Mt. 

v. 35. The position of xaytwy varies. WH (non mg), Ws, Sd print it after axo 
(Bx* [epywy] W Ferr 157 lat); Ti, WHm after autns (AA al pl Ko); xe YLDO 
I minn XF syc omit it. It would have been an easy gloss. 
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that is admirable (W), but therefore secondary (Jl, Hk). But Lk cer- 
tainly did not introduce the second question; Mt has abbreviated (W, 
Jl, Hk). (32) The masculine is due to dvOgtésnous. The singular éyoo% 
is reflected, and its position enables Lk to bring the two participles to- 
gether; he has introduced the second. Mt’s érépotg is “Lukan,” but 
here Lk seems to have changed it to dAAHAots (W, JI); Lk perhaps 
thought that the calling was mutual (without attributing any signifi- 
cance to this). @ A¢yet avoids the use of too many participles. Between 
éxAaboate and Mt’s éxédtpate there is little choice. xAafety is an L 
term (Hk calls it “‘Lukan”), but this has no importance here. (33) Mt 
seems to be original throughout; his impersonal A¢yousty is “harder.” 
(35) téxvwv is so very much harder than %pywy that Jl, Hk think foywv 
a textual corruption in Mt, despite the evidence of B*x al. Z thinks 
of two different translations of a common Aramaic original, but this 
hypothesis is not helpful here. 

v. 340 is corroborated by Mk 2: 13-22, and Q’s plain speaking is cer- 
tainly not due to secondary tradition (Hk). #AOev (€AqAvGev) proves 
that Christ’s ministry had continued for some time, but not at all that 
Christ was dead (against Wl). But “Son of Man” may replace an orig- 
inal “TI” (jl, JW, McN). 


36-50. The penitent woman. 

This scene seems to be placed here to illustrate the theme of 
vv. 28-35. 

36. The unusual order! of the words calls attention to the 
unusual situation. The motive of the Pharisee is not explained, 
but nothing indicates any hostile intention on his part. He 
seems to be trying to form an opinion (v. 39). 

37. The sentence structure is loose and Hebraistic. The sec- 
ond «ai! is redundant, and the woman’s entrance into the house 
must be deduced from é60¥? (which is followed by no verb). 
And xopuicaca Kal otdca is ungraceful. Moreover the clause 
HTS . . . auapT@rds? is so poorly worded as to be obscure, but 
the sense seems to be “who was a harlot of that city.” v. 39 
shows that she was a well known local character; Z, rather 
curiously, tries to make her a married woman, who had “sinned” 


v. 36. 1 Revised variously in some MSS (especially 33, D, @). 

v. 37. 1 Freely omitted, but decisively attested by BsWAO Ferr al pl sysp. 2 Om 
Ta sy. *Ko transfers ev ty moAet after yuvn (against BNWL sa 700 Ferr syj & 
latt vg); 1 minn place it after a.aetwAog; re omits it. ntt¢ is changed to tts by 700 
Ferr minn sy, while D omits ytt¢ ny. 
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only once or twice. The city is not named and there is no im- 
plication that Capernaum is meant. 

Oriental houses are frequently entered by strangers at meal- 
time, particularly by beggars in search of food, and a Pharisee 
would have been especially careful not to drive out the poor 
(P misunderstands). A notorious character like this woman 
might expect a dole of some sort, even if its giver refused to 
speak to her. But in the present case she was not seeking for 
a gift; she had been profoundly affected by Christ, and was 
filled with passionate gratitude. a\aBacTpov had become a ge- 
neric name for ointment flasks, whatever their material, while 
pbpov denoted any ointment, and not merely “myrrh.” 

38. The unsandalled feet of the reclining guests extended 
away from the table. It is idle to discuss whether penitence 
(Hz) or thankfulness (W) was the woman’s predominant emo- 
tion at this moment. The fall of her tears! on Christ’s feet was 
naturally unpremeditated, and she used her hair simply to wipe 
them away (Ls). The imperfects ¢&éuacoev? and Katepireus 
are accurately used for repeated action, but the aorist would 
have been better for #Aecpev; its tense is probably due to un- 
conscious conformation to the preceding verbs. 

39. The logic of the Pharisee’s thoughts is obvious. T& is 
used with little distinction from mrota77 (against P). The last 
clause is of course only for the reader’s information. 

40. The expression of the Pharisee’s face revealed his thoughts 
clearly enough. But Lk doubtless thought Christ’s knowledge 
supernatural, aud may even have conceived His reply! as an 
answer to the charge of ignorance (P). This is the only instance 
where Christ addresses a critic by name. From the omission of 
“Rabbi” Jl, Ls deduce that the Pharisee was not a scribe, but 
Christ never uses “Rabbi.” nol? is one of Lk’s rare historic 
presents. 

v. 38. ! xAatouce is curiously omitted in 440 F b q re ff 1 vg; it is just conceivably 
a gloss. * The aorist is read by s*4W 33 L bo DA minn X (so Ti); it may bea 
refinement. * Aorist only in Sd’s er222. 

v. 39. Bi have the article before reogntys; so WH (in brackets), Ws. But it 
is most inappropriate and is due to Jn 1: 21. 


v. 40. af f* insert ad petrum (!). ? Changed to egy by sa bo DA minn. Ko 
transfers gysty after o Se; W 700 have it after dtSacxaAe. 
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41-42. The “Socratic irony” of Christ’s reply (P, following 
Godet) is far from obvious; the little parable may be under- 
stood just as easily as a gentle correction of a natural error. 
Savorhs here only. xpeopererns (“LXX”) only in 16:5. 
tw is given a particularly unemphatic position, as the person 
of the creditor was of no importance. The dyvdovov was worth 
about 19 cents. For yapifeo@ar cf vy. 21. 

43. irrodkauPadve (here only in this sense) is used because the 
conclusion would not follow invariably (Z). P takes it, quite 
needlessly, as denoting “supercilious indifference.” 76 wAeZoy, 
“the greater sum.” The moral is self-evident, “such acts of 
affection are to be expected from this woman, because many 
sins have been forgiven her.” Christ’s “thou hast rightly 
judged” closes the subject. 

44-47, At first sight these verses seem to carry on the figure 
of the two debtors, but there is no real connection. The man 
with the smaller debt is used in the parable only to throw the 
other man in relief. He has no significance for the moral, for 
otherwise the parable would teach “he who has committed only 
slight sins cannot love God much” (!). But the narrative pro- 
ceeds as if the parable had read, “A certain creditor had two 
debtors. To one he forgave a large part of the debt, to the other 
only a little.” In this way the second debtor can be identified 
with the Pharisee, who has received only “little” (in reality, 
“no’’) forgiveness. The confusion here is obvious; cf critical 
notes. 

44, Christ’s tone becomes hostile (for the first time), and the 
Pharisee is arraigned for lack of love. He has not gone beyond 
ordinary courtesy. A host, wishing to display special affection 
to a guest, would provide water for the feet, meet him with a 


v. 41. Introduction of words to mark the change of speaker is common. 

v.42. After eyovtwy Sdm inserts [de] (against BLD al minn & latt vg). Before 
mAetoy he inserts etme (against BRWLD 1 157 minn & lat syp); its omission would 
have been easy, but its support is weak. (A has ert.) And he has the order autov 
ayamyset (against the whole neutral group with 157 minn HF; ATs minn pl om 
@utoy). 

v.44. After v3we WH non mg, Ws, Sd read wor (BY 33 minn X af); Ti, WHm 
have wou (NL bo minn &), WD aq fz have wort after xo8ac; OA al pl Ko have 
«Lou in the same position. Ti, WHm, Sd (non mg) print the article before this rode 
(om BWD). 
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kiss and anoint him (Hz, JW argue that all guests would expect 
these attentions, but this is impossible). P calls attention to 
the (Hebraic) parallelism here and in the next verse. Note the 


emphatic position of cov, 

45. “Since the time I came in 2” is hyperbolic; the narrative 
really thinks of the kiss that Simon omitted (W). 

AT. drt resumes ov ydpw (here only), “her love is proof that 
she has received forgiveness” (Z’s careful note deserves special 
attention). &apéwvTat as in 5: 20. vv. 44-46 show that Lk must 
have meant the final clause to apply to the Pharisee, whose 
coldness is proof of lack of forgiveness. P’s paraphrase, “who 
thinks he has committed little which could need forgiveness,” 
has no relation to the text. 

48-49. In v. 47 Christ states the woman’s forgiveness as a 
past fact, here He pronounces what the hearers take to be a 
present absolution. Cf critical note. The wording recalls 5: 20 f. 

50. The objectors are ignored, and the woman’s attitude 
towards Christ is summed up in the technical term “faith.” 


(36-50) It is evident that this section contains three strata. The 
original narrative comprises vv. 36-43 (with perhaps v. 47a), and is 
entirely straightforward and complete in itself. To it have been added 
vv. 44-47, in which the parable has been converted into an allegory, 
with an anti-Pharisaic point. Finally vv. 48-50 represent a misunder- 
standing of the absolution and emphasize Christ’s part in it. The simi- 
larity of this last addition to 5:17, 20 f and 8: 48 (= Mk 5: 34) shows 
Lk’s hand (so usually). Hence vv. 44-47 must have been added before 
the narrative reached Lk, as he cannot be credited with two such en- 
largements. 

vv. 36-47 are from L; cf t8o6 with no verb in v. 37, d&uaptwAd¢ in 
VV. 37, 39, xAatety and HeEato in v. 38, ctepagels in v. 44. Note also the 
loose style in v. 37. 

(36) Only L (cf 11: 37; 14: 1) represents Christ as eating at a Phari- 


v. 45. Ferr (MSS) A minn read ayanns after wor. 1 etonAev (3rd person) in 
L* sa 13 minn latt vg sypj is a simplification. 

v. 46. Here WH, Ws have the order toug rodag ov (BOA al pl Ko), but WD af 
it omit the whole phrase (af a ff; 1 have it in place of thy xepaxAny won, for which 
sysc substitute ““me”’). 157 omits wou. 

v.47. Ti has the order autys at auaetiat (NWA al pl F), and Ws inserts xat 
after aptetat (B minn). D reduces the whole verse to ov xaety Se Ac yw cor apewytae 
autn ToAAG; af omits ott ayamnoey moAU; these abbreviations are doubtless due to 
the obscurity of the text. 
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see’s table. épwt&v, however, is “Lukan,’’ as is xatomAtverv. (37-38) 
As the mention of the ointment in v. 45 is an integral part of L, its in- 
troduction here cannot be due to Lk (against Ls). But W considers 
xouloasa . . . uloov a reminiscence of Mk 14:3. Note the contact 
with Jn 11: 2; 12:3. (39) In xpophtns W detects a reference (of L) 
to v. 166, but this is precarious. (40) “Simon” may be a reminiscence 
of Mk 14:3 (W). &yew with the infinitive is “Lukan.” (41) The 
possessive dative is ‘‘Lukan,”’ together with &tepo0¢. (42) Cf on v. 4o. 
(43) 690@¢ is literary and probably due to Lk. 

The authenticity of the original story is questioned only by WI, and 
his argument rests on assuming that vv. 41-43 are an interpolation (!). 
Jl interprets the narrative to mean that any love is a proof of forgive- 
ness, but this conflicts with 6:32. In the original form of the story it 
had little relation to Mk 14: 3-9 and the two accounts describe events 
originally distinct. 


CHAPTER VIII 


1-3. The ministering women. 

This section was suggested in part by the preceding (JW, 
Ls). But it also introduces the Parable of the Sower, as it ex- 
hibits the result of “seed on good ground,” in contrast to the 
attitude of the multitude (v. 4). 

1. The style recalls 7:11. avTés has no emphasis! (against 
P). dtodeverv? in Acts 17:1 only. 

2-3. Christ’s companions here are only the Twelve and cer- 
tain women (contrast 7:11). The description after Mary’s 
name shows that she is introduced here for the first time, and 
so she cannot be the woman of 7: 36-50; Magdala was a little 
town on the southwest coast of the Sea of Galilee. The “seven! 
demons” must denote some particularly intense form of pos- 
session, but speculation as to its exact nature is unprofitable 
(e. g., JW, “she had had six relapses”). Cf on 4:33. Ls de- 
tects a climax in the Gospel here, as it shows Christ was the 
friend of sinners (7: 29), of a harlot (7: 36-50), and even of a 
possessed woman. As Joanna accompanied Christ constantly 


v.1. laf csysc even omit it. ? The aorist in 8 minn is a correction, 2 has the 


simple verb. ‘ 
vy. 2-3. 1 Fomits erta; 1 minn H have woAAq; c has duodecim. 
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(24: 10), W suggests that yur) may mean “widow.” Nothing is 
known of Chuza (Aramaic 815), nor of his exact office. Susanna 
is named without explanation, as if she were a familiar figure. 

Z notes that hospitality for so large a party? could by no 
means be taken for granted, and so financial provision was nec- 
essary. 


(1-3) From L; cf xat éyéveto . . . xat adtés inv. 1, and cf 23: 49; 
24:10. The women are named here doubtless because they became 
prominent in the church of Palestine. 

(rt) aby and edayyedtCecbat are “Lukan,” and Lk has introduced év 
to xabeEHs. (2) xxAobwevoc and ébgoyecbar dxé are “‘Lukan.” (3) &tepo¢ 
and dxéexetv are “Lukan.” 


4-8. The Parable of the Sower. 

No indication of time or place is given. 

4, A great crowd was present, which included persons from 
the cities of v. 1; the eal is epexegetic, “even.” Kata is distribu- 
tive. ovvelva and émimopetecOav? here only. “Through a 
parable”? is a unique phrase; Lk perhaps indicates that the 
parable was only the covering for the lesson to be conveyed. 

5. omcpos! is masculine but all the following pronouns that 
refer to it are neuter, as if Lk were thinking of o7épuwa. Hence 
avrdv? must be the subject of the infinitive. mapa THv oddv, “on 
the edge of the road” (cf Mk 10: 46), under the feet of the 
passers-by and in plain sight of the birds.‘ 

6. pvew in v. 8 and Hbr 12:15 only. éxuds (here only) isa 
common word for “moisture,” cf Jer 17:8 (LXX). métpa by 
the context must mean “rock lightly covered with earth.” 

7. cuvpvev' here only. P renders amomviyew? by “stran- 
gle off,” but this is slightly pedantic. 


2 For autots Sd reads autw. But the evidence (BWAD® Ferr KUAT minn Ko 
latt vg sy) for the plural is decisive; the singular is a Christocentric correction, 
perhaps due to Marcion. 

v. 4. 18*3 157 minn simplify into cuvoytoc; D Ferr have cuveABoytos. 2 etonoe., 
W; Stanop., and the simple verb in minn. * Omitted in a*; D latt have xzoaBoAnyv 
tovautyy; c has simply maeaBoAny. 

v.5. 1 eautou for autov in AMA al plallegorizes; 700 even has Aovov for oxopoy. 
2 Omitted by D sy. * 472 adds uxo twy avOewruwy. 4 WD latt sy omit tou oveavou; 
probably thought inappropriate as an allegory for Satan. 

v. 7. !} Omitted in sys; ITX have the simple verb. ?sysc omit at axavOat; Jl sug- 
gests that a hedge was thought of. 
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8. “Cried” applies the parable directly to the crowd of lis- 
teners (cf on v. 4). The force of the imperfect (contrast v. 54) 
is not clear; P thinks of repeated action. 


(4-8) Cf Mk 4: 1-9, Mt 13: 1-0. 

The Lk-Mt contacts are:—In v. 4 xodAod (woAAol, Mt) for Mk’s 
hyperbolic xAstotog. In v. 5 tod before the infinitive (a “Lukan” con- 
struction, but found also 7 times in Mt, including Mt 24:45 =Lk 12: 42), 
and aitéy (an easy addition). In v. 7 (én)éxvitav (Mk’s ouvérvEay is 
awkward), but possibly only the simple verb should be read in Mt 
(with sD Ferr al). In v. 8 6 ywy for Mk’s 8¢ &yet (an easy change, cf 
Lk 14:35, Mt 11:15; 13: 43). 

The common omissions are:—From Mk v. x the needless “he began 
to teach” and the very obvious phrases ‘‘in the sea” and “by the 
sea.”’ From Mk v. 2 the superfluous words “unto them in his teach- 
ing.” From Mk v. 3 “Hearken.” From Mk v. 4 éyéveto. From Mk 
v. 7 “and yielded no fruit”? (quite needless). From Mk v. 8 the rather 
puzzling (allegorical?) phrase “growing up and increasing” and the 
repetition of “‘and bore.” 

These data are of little importance. 

(4) Mk’s lakeside setting has been used already in 5: 1-3, so it is 
replaced here by a general description of a crowd and a reference to 
v. 1. (5) Mk’s i806 is dropped. On the insertion of tod cf above; W 
thinks here of Q influence. To supply an object to omeipat was easy, 
especially in view of the allegory in v. 11. xat xatexatyOy seems to 
have been suggested by 636y (Jl), but the addition tends to confuse 
the parable and is not referred to in the explanation {v. 12). Mk’s 
HAGev xal is needless. tod olexvot was an easy addition (9: 58; 13: 109, 
Acts 10:12; 11:6), though not an improvement (the birds represent 
Satan). (6) &tepocg (here and in wv. 7 f) is “Lukan,” but Mk’s neuters 
make Lk forget that oxég0s was masculine (the use of 8 in v. 5 is per- 
haps defensible). xatantrtety elsewhere only in Acts 26:14, 28:6; its 
preposition is doubtless due to xetexatyOy and xxtépayevin v. 5 (Z). The 
change of Mk’s xete@Se¢ into xéteay and the remarkable abbreviation 
of the remainder of Mk vv. 5 f is interesting. Jl thinks that Lk did not 
wholly understand Mk, particularly what Mk has to say about the 
rapid growth of the seed in the shallow soil. W thinks that Lk here 
follows a much shorter version (Q), which Mk has expanded. In any . 
case Lk has shortened so much that his “with joy” in v. 13 is unex- 
plained. géev was the common word for plant growth. The final 
clause is rearranged, but the change of Mk’s pf€av to txudda was un- 
fortunate in view of v. 13. (7) The changes are stylistic improvements. 
(8) &yaffy was an easy change, and guév conforms to v. 6. éxolysev 


y. 8. Ferr minn © transfer the final clause after v. 15. 
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is better than Mk’s é3(30u. The abbreviation of the remainder of Mk 
v. 8 may be mere simplification (so usually), or may be due to an older 
source (W). The final adjuration is separated solemnly from the 
parable. 

That Lk has actually used a pre-Markan source in conjunction with 
Mk here is really plausible. Lk’s abbreviations in vv. 6, 8 avoid the 
most highly allegorical elements in Mk, but Lk certainly had no dislike 
of allegory. And in the interpretation of the parable Lk’s divergence 
from Mk is comparatively slight. 


9-15. The interpretation of the parable. 

9. The parable was an enigma, which no one understood. 
“Disciples” embraces a much larger circle than the Twelve; 
in view of v. 10 Lk seems to think of these disciples as repre- 
senting all Christians. 

10. The enquiry is welcomed and rewarded. “Mystery” has 
the usual technical sense of a divine decree hitherto unknown 
to men; in connection with the Kingdom! there were many 
“mysteries,” for the current expectations of the Messiah’s 
work were drastically false. The disciples had shown themselves 
worthy of hearing God’s secrets, but the “rest”? were to be 
told? only allegories that would be meaningless to them; after 
“the rest” scl “are given the mysteries” without “to know.” 
This method is followed in order that prophecy may be fulfilled 
(Isa 6: 9 f); it is beside the mark to argue that “the allegorical 
method was used to stimulate curiosity and so lead to conver- 
sion” (against P). 

The particular mystery in point here is that only a small 
part of Christ’s Jewish hearers were fit to receive the King- 
dom, despite the current expectation of a general salvation of 
Israel. 

11. The second “is” expresses the “allegorical equation,” 
and may be translated “signifies.” But in what follows the 
allegory is not carried through quite consistently; v. 13, e. g., 
really should read, “The rocky ground represents them,” etc. 

12. The first clause seems to be treated as a distinct sentence, 


v.10. !W ff read ta wuotyete tov @eou. 2A minn b scl AxAw; syp has “it is 
told.” ®Inserted in sysc. 
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with an asyndeton at efra.1_“Trodden under foot” in v. 5 is 
ignored. 

18. After “on the rock’! scl “are,” but even then the word- 
ing is not smooth,? and the sentence, taken literally, states that 
joy at conversion is a proof of shallowness.? Cf critical notes. 
Instead of “they‘ have no root,” the strict allegory should be 
“this soil gives the roots no place.” a&cravrat is perhaps used 
as a technical term, “they apostasize.” 

14. The article is suddenly changed to the neuter singular. 
The first two clauses seem to form an independent sentence 
(cf v. 12); W avoids this by translating “they who have heard 
and who go on under the burden of . . .; they are strangled,” 
taking wopevdwevoe as coordinate with axovcavres. But this 
merely transfers the harshness, and it gives an unnatural force 
to td. Jl renders wopevduevo' as “pursuing their earthly pil- 
grimage,”’ and this gives Lk’s sense. [éos? elsewhere in Lk 
(15:12, 30; 21:4 = Mk 12: 44) is “means of life,” “money,” 
but this translation here is unnatural after “riches” (against W, 
Ls). Hence “life,” as in 1 Tim 2:2. It is best taken with all 
three preceding genitives* (Jl, JW). After TeAeapopovow scl 
tovs Kaptrovs (Hz); such persons produce fruit, but the fruit 
never becomes ripe. TeAeoopety here only. 

15. Whether “in . . . heart” belongs with the participle (so 
usually) or the main verb (W, Jl, Ls) cannot be determined. 
The Hellenic Kaos Kal ayaGds! is found here only. 

(9-15) Cf Mk 4: 10-20, Mt 13: 10-23. 
The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 9 “‘the disciples” for Mk’s cumber- 
some “‘they . . . twelve.” In v. 10 6 88 elev’ Buty Sé80ta yvdvar te 


wuotheta for Mk’s xat frevev abtote’ buty tb wusthotoy SéS0tTa. This 
agreement is unusual; Jl thinks of Q, W of oral tradition or of a 


yv. 12. 1D relieves with wy in place of etta; sy has xat. D has exoAouBouytes in 
place of axoucaytec. 

v. 13. 1 Ti, WHm read the accusative with x*D minn XF (but cf v.6). *The 
MSS experimented variously, particularly with regard to the final ot. x* omits 
the first xat. %af has weav, with nucox for xatew. 4 WHm, Ws read autor with B* 
acr; D af sy have no pronoun. 

y. 14. 1 sysc translate “are occupied with”; syp omits the participle. ? syp has 
“of the world.” *D minn af cf omit the xat before rAoutou, giving the translation 
“cares of riches and of pleasures of life” (so Wl). 

v.15. Cf note on v. 8. The clause in question is read in both verses by 579 AI’ 
minn XH. 1D omits xzAn xa; lat (exc r re f vg) omit xar ayaby. 
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mere coincidence (Mk’s order is ungraceful and the pluralization of 
wuottetoy was easy), JW of a post-Lk—Mt revision of Mk’s text, Hz 
of a use of Mt by Lk. This last solution is impossible, but early textual 
influence of one Gospel on the other is quite conceivable. Q influence 
does not appear in the context, but Q (or oral tradition) may have 
contained this saying as an isolated logion. In v. 12 xapdlag (xapdlg, 
Mt), but the construction is quite different, and the contact is prob- 
ably only a coincidence (W, Jl). In vv. 13 ff 3 Onv. 14 ele, if éxt 
is read in Mk. In v. 15 the position of xaAé¢ before its noun (for em- 
phasis), and odtof efory (oités éottv, Mt). This last contact is due to 
independent conformation to the preceding style. 

The common omissions are:—From Mk v. ro ‘when he was alone,” 
something that could be taken for granted. From Mk v. 11 adtot¢ 
(needless), and “‘all things are done” (obscure and too unrestricted). 
From Mk v. 12 xat pt tSworv, with a transfer of the negative to 
BAgnworv (BAgwouctv, Mt); these words add nothing to the sense and 
Lk abbreviates the second part of the quotation to correspond. And 
the final clause of Mk v. 12 is omitted also; Mt has so rewritten this 
section as to make the clause impossible, while Lk evidently thought 
its condemnation far too extreme (so usually). Mk v. 13 has no real 
equivalent in either Lk or Mt, although both apparently echo its lan- 
guage; this verse contains a reproach to the disciples that accords with 
Mk’s purpose, but not with Lk’s or Mt’s. From Mk v. 15 ‘“‘where the 
seed is sown” (ambiguous and needless). From Mk v. 16 “‘these are 
like,” from v. 18 “‘and others are,” from v. 20 ‘‘and those are’’; in 
each case Lk and Mt have independently preserved uniformity in 
their wording of the various fates of the seed. 

(9) Mk’s obscure phrasing is simplified (perhaps not as Mk meant 
it; Mt explains differently). This is the only instance of a change of 
Mk’s épwtay into éepwté&y; contrast Lk 9: 45; 20:3; 23:3. Note the 
optative. (10) ‘‘The rest” is gentler than Mk’s ‘‘them that are with- 
out.” (11) Lk treats the explanation of the parable as simple in- 
struction. For “word of God” cf on 5:1. As the sower does not 
appear elsewhere in the parable, Lk throws all the emphasis on the 
seed. (12) The construction of Mk v. 12 is remarkably involved and 
it has left its impress on Lk, whose revision has been insufficient; Lk’s 
asyndeton at elt« simply replaces Mk’s at xat 8tav. Mk begins each 
clause of the interpretation with a pronoun (odtot, &AAot, éxetvor) 
that is appropriate only for men; confusing the allegory with its inter- 
pretation. Lk instead uses the simple article throughout, but this 
clears up only part of the difficulty. efta for Mk’s ed@b¢ seems re- 
flected, as Satan does not always come immediately; the adverb (here 
only in Lk) is due to Mk v. 17. “‘The devil” for Mk’s “‘Satan”’ is mere 
caprice (perhaps influenced by ch 4), as Lk uses the latter form five 
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times (and twice in Acts). “From their heart” is a decided improve- 
ment on Mk’s “sown in them.” Lk’s final clause is his addition (so 
usually), but it is not specifically Pauline (against Hz); it may echo 
Mk v. 126. (13) If the genitive xétoa¢ is read, it is due to the omission 
of Mk’s needless participle (omitted also in vv. 14f). The changes 
made in v. 6 compel the omission of Mk’s e¥0é¢ here, but the omission 
of “with joy” should have accompanied it. Mk’s order is improved; 
Lk is fond of 8¢yc6a. The insertion of “these” into Mk v. 17 adds 
smoothness, but Mk’s “in themselves” is quite out of the allegory. 
Mk’s unusual xpocxatpof is interpreted (Hz insists on detecting ‘Paul- 
inism”’ in xtotedoytec), and the repetition of x«ted¢ is impressive (P). 
Lk generalizes the conclusion of Mk v. 17, doubtless because apostasy 
often occurred without “affliction or persecution.” (14) Lk seems to 
have remembered suddenly that he used the neuter article in vv. 4-8. 
meo6y is better than Mk’s oxetpduevor, and the latter’s “the word” is 
superfluous. Mk. v. 19 is revised in an homiletic strain, but enough of 
Mk’s language is retained to produce confusion. (15) ‘In an honest 
and good heart,” “hold fast,” and “‘with steadfastness” contrast the 
final class explicitly with the three preceding classes, and Mk’s con- 
clusion is shortened to correspond with v. 8. 

In v. 15 +6 with a preposition is classed as “Lukan,’’ but the con- 
struction here is due to Mk’s of éxt. 


16-18. Light. 

The meaning of these verses in this context is disputed. W, 
Hz, Z render, “The allegory must not remain a secret, disciples 
must publish it abroad.” Jl, P, JW, Ls render, “Growth in 
religion involves duties to others, on the ‘good seed’ devolves 
a responsibility of effort.”” The latter view seems distinctly 
preferable, for this section continues v. 15 without a break, 
while v. 15 is explicitly resumed in v. 21. 

16. A lamp should be so placed as to give light to every one 
visiting the house where it is. Just so the disciple should be an 
inspiration to every one meeting him. The “stand” was a high 
pedestal or a wall-bracket. 

17. Inspiration must come if religion is sincere; this verse 


v.16. After Auyvias Ws, Sd have extOnotv, with WY 33 AAKII al Ko. Ti, 
WH read the simple verb with BNLD (c:8er) © 1 Ferr 157 minn. Conformation to 
the first clause was very easy. minn af 1 omit the second t:0q0tv. B omits the final 
clause. 

v.17. Womits yap. For ov un D has aAdq wa (as in Mk); 157 a1, tva; bq fi, et 
sn; all attempts to make more theologically correct. 
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seems like a general proverb that is given a special application. 
KpUrrov and amdxpupor are hardly distinguished. 

18. Since influence on the world is such an essential duty, 
the utmost attention must be given to Christ’s teachings. The 
earnest disciple will experience a steady growth in spiritual at- 
tainments, but the careless man will lose even what he fancies 
he has gained. 


(16-18) Cf Mk 4: 21-25. Mt has given all of Mk already (5:15; 
10: 26; 13:9; 7:2; 13:12), and he consequently omits this section 
here. Lk omits Mk vv. 23, 24b, which he has given already in 8: 8 and 
6: 38. 

Most scholars interpret this section alike in Lk and Mk, but the jus- 
tice of this is uncertain. In Mk the “‘concealment theory” is promi- 
nent, and these verses are set off from the preceding by “‘and he said 
to them.’”? This makes the explanation “allegories now hidden will be 
revealed in the future”? much more probable in Mk than in Lk; Lk 
may very easily have missed or ignored Mk’s point (JW). 

(16) This saying is repeated in 11: 33 (= Mt 5: 15), when Lk follows 
Q. To argue that Mk and Q report different uses of the logion by 
Christ is to ignore Mk’s artificiality. The Q form has influenced Lk 
here, for the two Lukan versions agree against Mk in the declarative 
form, as well as in olSefs, Abyvoy &has, thOnoty, &AX’, Iva of elanopeud- 
wevot, BAgxwaty, and td g@> (e¢yyoc?). And of these agreements the 
declarative form, od3e(fc), the accusative Adyvov, gAN, and «16 (gxcty) 
are found also in Mt 5: rs. 

Comparing Lk’s and Mt’s forms:—Lk’s fondness for supplying sub- 
jects makes oddefs suspicious in comparison with Mt’s impersonal 
plurals. &xtecOa in the sense “kindle” is found only in Lk (15: 8; 
Acts 28:22; cf Lk 22:55). The omission of Mt’s aitéy gives better 
Greek. In the final clause Mt speaks of persons in the house, Lk of 
those entering. Hk, Ls think Lk has introduced a reference to making 
converts, but it is quite as easy to argue that Mt has been adapted to 
ecclesiastical conditions (“the house” = “the Church”). etoroget- 
eoat is not specifically Lukan (against Hk), and Lk does not write 
ta of BAgrovtes tb gas eloxopebwvtat. In default of other arguments, 
the correspondence between the two Lukan forms may tell for Lk’s 
originality (W, Jl). Moreover, Mt’s context is artificial and he may 
be quoting from memory, while Lk 11: 33 (q. v.) seems to be copied 
from Q directly. 

Mk’s quotation is certainly free and it may not be taken from Q’s 
Greek text at all. But his ‘under the bushel” is guaranteed by Mt (in 
Lk 11:33 the words are textually dubious). Lk has changed the 
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phrase to the more literary oxetet; his readers would not have taken 
the presence of a modius in their living quarters for granted (Jl). 
xaddrret and bxoxktw are stylistic improvements. 

(7) This verse is also found in Q (Lk 12:2 = Mt 10:26). Here 
the agreements of the two Lukan versions against Mk consist in omit- 
ting tt, reading 8 00, for tvx, and adding 8 08 wh yvwobf (8 08 ywwobh- 
cetat). Mt agrees with all these changes, and so they are to be 
assigned to Q. The change in the position of y(vecOat gives a better 
balance. (18) Mk’s introductory clause is dropped and ody m¢ accen- 
tuates. The second half of the verse has a Q doublet in 19: 26 = Mt 
25 : 29, besides the parallel in Mt 13:12. The two Matthzan versions 
agree in adding xat xeprocevOqceta to the first clause. In Mt 13: 12 
(copied in 25:29?) this may be due to xal xpocteOhoetat in Mk 4: 24; 
or xat reptcoevlqcetat may have stood in Q, seeming needless to Lk 
(jl, Hk). Otherwise there is no significant agreement between Mk’s 
and Q’s versions. In Lk the subjunctives are doubtless due to revision, 
as is certainly the pedantic 8 déxet. 


19-21. Christ’s family. 

This section gives an extreme illustration of the difference 
between the two classes of persons in vv. 4-18; note how v. 21 
repeats v. 15. And a contrast with vv. 1-3 seems also to be 
intended. 

19. The scene, apparently, takes place in the open air, but 
Lk is characteristically vague. On the “brethren of the Lord” 
there is a considerable special literature that is remarkably incon- 
clusive, but the present passage contributes nothing whatever 
to the problem. “The” crowd may be identified with that of v. 9, 
but Lk is probably writing quite generally. svvtuyetv here only. 

20. “Without” seems to mean “outside the crowd,” but this 
is not very natural; cf critical note. 

21. Christ’s reply is a simple refusal to interrupt His teaching. 


(rg-21) Cf Mk 3: 31-35, Mt 12: 46-50. 
In Mk 3: 20 f Christ’s refusal is explained by the fact that His family 
came to interfere with His work; Lk’s omission of this section gives 


v.19. The singular mapeyeveto (Ti, WH, Ws, with BD minn X) is original; the 
plural (Sd) is a correction, despite its support (x al pl Ko). Tiadds autou after untne 
(x sa bo D minn sy), but this is probably a conformation to Mk. W1 wishes to 
omit the whole verse as superfluous, but the evidence of Marcion is quite insufficient. 

y. 20. After autw Ti, Sd read ott (against BWA al pl Ko r rz vg sy) and haye 
the order ce OeAovetes (against BE). 
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His reply a certain brusqueness. On the other hand, Lk’s omission of 
Mk v. 34 softens the unfavorable contrast that Christ draws between 
His family and His disciples. But Lk seems to have had no motive 
except to abbreviate. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 20 8¢ and éothxacty (influenced by 
otyxovtes in Mk v. 31 and the extreme compression of &w Chtoucty 
in Mk v. 32). Inv. 21 6 3¢ and elmey. The common omissions are:— 
From Mk v. 31 the first adtod. From Mk v. 32 éx4&@yro and “thy 
sisters.” From Mk v. 34 “that sat round about him.” 

No pre-Markan source is indicated, and W’s construction of a Q 
version is speculative. 

(19) napaytvecOat is “Lukan.” As Lk has already described Christ 
as teaching and surrounded by a crowd, he condenses Mk’s narrative 
here, not noticing that this makes his &w in v. 20 rather meaningless. 
(20) d&mayyéArew is “Lukan.” In Mk vv. 31-35 the phrase “thy 
mother and brethren” occurs five times, and Lk avoids the monotonous 
repetition. The final clause is conformed to vv. 11, 15, with only a 
reminiscence of Mk v. 35. 


22-25. Stilling of the tempest. 

22. The new section opens in the same style! as the last (v. 1), 
and the indication of time? is of the vaguest (cf 5:17). The 
place is by the lakeside, but Christ’s presence there is simply 
taken for granted. avdyeo Gar? in the sense “put out from land” 
is very common in Greek, but in the New Testament is found 
only here and 13 times in Acts. 

23. agutvodv (here only) originally meant “arouse.” AatAay, 
“a furious storm,” is a common “poetic” word. The use of 
kataBaive to describe the approach of a tempest is unusual, 
and Lk may mean “came down as if out of the sky.” W, P 
call attention to the accuracy of the description for the Sea of 
Galilee, “came down from the surrounding heights.” (But 
would Lk have known this?) The verb is peculiar to him. Note 
the two imperfects, “they were filling!”’ (or, “began to fill’) 
and “were in danger.” 


v. 22. 1D avoids the Hebraistic construction, but is ungrammatical. x* sa af sy 
omit xat autoc. * The omission of ey in x* is probably accidental. * Omitted in sy. 

v. 23. WHm (with B 579 a) have et¢ thy Atuyny before «vey.ou; latt (non vg) omit 
the phrase. ! The inexactness of this expression caused much confusion in lat sy 
(e. g., b “‘implebatur a fructibus nauicula et periclitabuntur”; sys “their ship was 
filled and they were nearly sinking”). But the only Greek MSS affected are 983 
251, which have the singular cuverAngouto. 
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24. On émiotdra! cf 5:5. The rebuke is addressed to the 
wind, but to only the surge* (Jas 1: 6) of the sea, perhaps be- 
cause the water itself was harmless. yaAjv7 only in the paral- 
lels.8 

25. The “faith” is primarily “faith in God.” But W is per- 
fectly right in urging that the presence of Christ (who was so 
evidently under God’s care) should have increased their con- 
fidence. The rebuke is gentle; it assumes that the disciples’ 
faith has only failed for a moment. To Lk’s mind the answer 
to “Who is this?”’ was “the Lord,” but to Jews “the Messiah”’ 
would have been a sufficient reply. Hz takes the xa/ before Tots 
avéwos as “also,” “winds as well as demons’; but this is 
artificial. 


(22-25) Cf Mk 4: 35-41, Mt 8:18, 23-27. 

The LKk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 22 8é and évé8n ets cAotov xat of 
pabytat altou (éuBatver .. . cig td mAotoy. . . ot uabytat adicod, Mt), 
where Mk has simply mapadapBdvoucty . . . évt@ xAofm. Neither Lk 
nor Mt agree here with Mk in their context, and so modifications 
of Mk were necessary. But the extent of the contact is remarkable. 
In v. 23 cig thy Aluyny (év tH OxAd&oon, Mt) is added, although both 
Lk and Mt usually avoid such superfluous additions and generally 
omit such phrases when they meet them in Mk. Inv. 24 xeoceAéy- 
tes (St)hyeteav altoy Agyovtes, for Mk’s éyelpouary aitby xat Aéyouary. 
axpoceAOwy is very common in Mt, but not especially so in Lk, and in 
the present case there was nothing to suggest the insertion of this 
participle. Contacts involving rposgeyecbat occur also in 8:44; 20: 
27; 23:52, but none of these cases is of quite the same sort. In v. 
25 8é, @batbuacay, A¢yovtes (participle), and the pluralization of Mk’s 
&yewog and Sxaxober (the plural of the verb is preferable, but no reason 
for pluralizing the noun appears). 

These contacts are rather too numerous to be all accidental. 

The common omissions are:—From Mk vv. 35-36 éxelvp, “when 
even was come” and “as he was,” all connecting with Mk’s context. 


vy. 24. 1 Not doubled in x¢ bo 13.1157 minn I” X lat (exc q). D has xupte xvete; 
syc has “lord.” 2D omits tou udatog. sys has “‘of the lake,” f syp “of the sea.” 
3sysc omit xat ETXVOAYTO. 

v. 25. Sdm has ot Se go@nfevtes in place of goBnfevtec de, with XL minn latt 
sy. He also has the order ro0g @AANAOUS Acyoytes, with W 33L 4157 minn & af it 
(exc rz); a confirmation to Mk’s order (so the bulk of the MSS) was, in fact, easy. 
x omits moog ~AAnAoUs. Ws omits xat umaxovovcty autw, with BO 700, but the 


evidence is insufficient. 
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From Mk v. 36 “and other boats were with him” (not further. men- 
tioned). From Mk v. 37 #8y. From Mk v. 38 “in the stern, on the 
cushion” (needless) and “‘carest thou not that we perish” (slightly 
irreverent). From Mk v. 39 “he said” and “the wind” (both needless) 
and the command “Peace, be still” (why ?). 

(22) L’s formula éyéveto . . . xat adtéc is due here to the influ- 
ence of v. x (cf 5: 12, 17), but Mk’s “on that day” suggested the “‘Lu- 
kan” ‘on one of the days.”” The Lk—Mt contact in the next clause is 
doubtless due to Q influence, but the Synoptic relations here are so in- 
volved that Q’s wording is not recoverable; W prints the text here as 
in Lk (without aétés). Christ’s command (including the “Lukan” 
Stéoyxecbar) is from Mk, but Lk has added tis Muyns xa dvnyOnoay. 
(23) The account of Christ’s slumber is transferred to a logical posi- 
tion. aAéetv is found four times in Acts; otherwise only in Rev 18: 
17. dgbrvocey, “he went to sleep,” is appropriate in this introductory 
clause. xaté@y . . . Aluyny appears to presuppose both Q and Mk; 
W prints Q here as in Mt but certainty is not attainable. ‘‘They were 
filling and were in jeopardy” may be an abbreviation of Mk, or may 
represent the older version. (24) meoceABéytes . . . Aéyovtes is from 
Q, with the compound 8hyetpay anticipated from Mk v. 39. émor&ta 
is, of course, ‘‘Lukan,” and the cry of the disciples has not Mk’s petu- 
lancy. ‘‘The surge of the water” is reflected (cf exegetical notes). 
Both wind and sea are included in the plural éxatoavto (Mk has the 
singular), and Lk has chosen a verb that includes both better than 
Mk’s éxémacev. (25) The rebuke to the disciples is greatly softened. 
In the next sentence Lk displays a curious Mk—Mt mixture, best ex- 
plained if two sources were combined. ‘‘Water”’ is repeated from v. 24, 
and the plural “‘winds” is perhaps meant to generalize. émt&ccet gives 
the sentence better balance and adds dignity. 

It is possible, doubtless, to explain the critical phenomena without 
recourse to a pre-Markan source (Hz, WI, Ls). But this source gives 
the simplest solution of the problem, and a story like this might easily 
have seemed important enough to be included in Q. Yet Q’s account 
does not seem to have differed materially from Mk’s, although W 
holds Q contained no explicit rebuke to the elements (explaining the 
Lk—Mt omission of Mk’s oudra, repluwoo). If this is right, Q’s version 
could be read simply as a story of Christ’s faith in the midst of a tem- 
pest (W). That such was, indeed, the original event that gave rise to 
the narrative is quite possible (W1, JW, Ls), for sudden calms are as com- 
mon on the Sea of Galilee as sudden storms. But the first written ac- 
count (and, for that matter, the very disciples in the boat) would have 
understood the occurrence as pure miracle. 

JW explains the Lk—Mt contacts above by his theory of a primitive 
Markan text. But what he considers redactorial enlargements in 
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Mk are indistinguishable from Mk’s own style as guaranteed elsewhere 
by Lk, Mt or both. 


26-39. The demoniac and the swine. 

26. x<ata7\€evv! (here only) is a technical term for “come to 
land,” the opposite of avadyeo@a in v. 22. 

The name of the country in which the landing took place is 
involved in textual difficulties. In Mt all editors print T'A- 
AAPHNON, “Gadarenes,’ and in Mk TEPAZHNON, 
“Gerasenes” (although Sod prints three alternatives in his first 
margin for Mk). Both in the present case and in v. 37 the 
bulk of the MSS read as in Mt, but this reading is rejected by 
all editors. WH and Weiss print TEPAZHNON in Lk, fol- 
lowing B D lat (reinforced in v. 37 by C* 579 sa). 

Origen (I Joan vi, 41, Preuschen, p. 150) states that “Gera- 
senes” was the common reading (apparently in all Gospels) 
but that he had occasionally found “Gadarenes.”? But both 
readings he declared geographically impossible, so he proposed 
instead “Gergesenes.” For this he claimed no manuscript au- 
thority, but this city had a suitable site and its name was fit 
for allegory. And TEPTEZHNON is actually read here by 
8 33 L bo 1 ff 157 & X (with the further support in v. 37 of 
some of Ferr al, but not of 8° and &), and is adopted by T 
and Sod. 

Gadara and Gerasa were important places, and they have 
been positively identified. The former (Umm Keis) lay six miles 
to the south-east of the Sea of Galilee, while the latter (Jerash) 
was some forty miles further distant in the same direction. 
Gergesa is usually identified with Khersa, on the eastern lake 
coast, slightly north of the centre, but Z argues vigorously for 
es-Samrah, between two and three miles from the southern ex- 
tremity. Origen, then, is perfectly right about the original 
name, which must have been “Gergesa.” As a general designa- 
tion for the east coast “‘Gadara”’ is just conceivable. But 
“‘Gerasa” can be understood only as the blunder of a scribe 


v. 26. 1230 reads wetexAeuoay (a rare word, “sail on another tack”); 1194 4 have 
anexAcvoay. WOR have the singular. 
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almost ignorant of Palestinian geography. None the less, this 
“scribe” may have been Lk himself and the exact form he wrote 
will always be uncertain. 

at (mepa? (-1repa?) here only; Z overemphasizes its force of 
“diametrically opposite” in his search for the original locality. 

27. It is quite possible that “city” here and in v. 39 is used 
in the sense of “city state,” “district” (cf on 9: 10), but “out 
of the city!” by its position belongs with ““man?” and not with 
“met.” The plural “demons*” after “having‘” seems unique; 
it is due to vv. 30 ff. éveddcato® must be translated by an 
English pluperfect, “had worn.” 

28. The man’s outcry! is described as in 4: 33f. From the 
use of “Most high? God” P deduces that this man was a Gen- 
tile, by comparing Acts 16: 7, Hbr 7: 1 (cf Z). But cf 1: 32, 35, 
Ps 7:17, 9: 2, etc, for this title in the mouths of Jews, while in 
any case the words are supposed to come from the demons and 
not from the man (WI). 

29. The reason for the outcry follows; Christ had begun an 
exorcism (imperfect!). The use of “Jesus” by the demons pre- 
sented no problem to Lk, for these beings had supernatural 
knowledge. But, as a matter of history, Christ’s fame as an 
exorcist may have reached the unfortunate sufferer of this 
story (Z). A second “for” gives (not very gracefully) the rea- 
son for the immediate exorcism; no time could be lost in deal- 
ing with so dangerous an individual. His savage nature would 
be obvious from his appearance, even though his whole past 
story was not known. 7é5y only here and (twice) in Mk’s par- 
allel; it is the usual word for “fetter.” 


2 ayeieoay in L al. 

v. 27. Sdm has ex Yeovwy txavwy xat in place of xat yeovw txavw, with WWAD 
(ano) A al pl Ko. 1 Omitted in Ta a fl, rz 1 vg syc. ? WHm has the order tt¢ avno 
(B) and tt¢ is bracketed (om Da). *Singularinit (exca) vg. 40¢ evyeyv (WY LADA 
al Ko) is a correction that improves the sentence considerably. ® The imperfect (xe 
DA al pl Ko) is a correction. Conversely 33 L 1 157 A minn have the aorist ewetvey. 

v. 28. 1 The insertion of xat before avaxeaEas (WAA al minn Ko) was an easy 
addition. D sy have avexoaSev xat, and D has further revision (influenced by Mk). 
2 cov eov (WH bracket) is omitted by D 144 minn; the omission is “easier.” 

v.29. WH non mg, Wsread ao for uo (with BS), but the evidence is insufficient. 
! The imperfect should be read; the aorist (WHm, with BY 69 MF minn &) is con- 
formed to the context; D af have edeyeyv. 


—— 
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30. Any first-century reader of the Gospels would understand 
the demand! for the name as an important step in the exorcism, 
since knowledge of the name of a demon gave power over him 
(WI, JW, Ls). But this conception cannot be attributed to 
Christ, for He never uses this method elsewhere (Z); if tradition 
has preserved His question correctly, its purpose was probably 
to recall the man to himself. “Legion 2” was a word thoroughly 
naturalized in Palestine (yin), and its use conveys. nothing 
as to the man’s nationality. How the man became obsessed 
with his conviction is a futile subject of inquiry; Hz thinks of 
the number of distressing symptoms. 

31. After the man’s reply, the “demons” speak consistently 
in the plural.! The “abyss” appears in Rev 9:1, etc, as a place 
of imprisonment for demons, distinct from their place of final 
punishment (Rev 20:10); Lk may or may not have had the 
same conception. The imperfect is probably inceptive, “began 
to exhort,” until the attention of the speaker was caught by 
the swine. 

32. The concrete request is in the aorist.1 Lk takes the topog- 
raphy? for granted. 

33. Of course all that an eyewitness could have seen was a 
paroxysm of the man and a panic of the swine. For azromvéyew! 
Nhe A 

34, The panic extended to the swineherds, who fled! in all 
directions, carrying the news into the city and to the field- 
laborers. The superstitions of the countryside would have been 
easily aroused, especially as something must have been known 
of Christ. By v. 36 70 yeyovds? should refer only to the loss of 


v. 30. ! After Incoug Ti inserts Acywy, against Bx (x* omits o Incoug) Wr minn 
lat (exc vg) syp. 2 The spelling varies. 

y. 31. ! Despite a few (natural) variations in the MSS. 

vy. 32. WH non mg, Ws have Booxouevn, with BxD (not d) © 565 Ferr UKIT 
minn a sypj, in place of Gooxowevwy (so the bulk of the MSS). The question is 
probably indeterminate, but in Mt and Mk -wevwy is rare as a variant. ! The im- 
perfect is wrong, despite excellent support (x*WCe WA al pl Ko). ?it omit 
ev t. 09.3 W has ev toutw TW opet. e 

vy. 33. 1 C (cf it) has anenwyovto: S has -yowy; minn read the simple verb. } 

vy. 34. 1 WDA have the aorist. ?So BkW (yeyovws) CDA al pl; the passive in 
A Koisa correction. 
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the swine; their keepers did not wait to see what happened to 
the man. 

35. “At the feet” need only mean “among the disciples, lis- 
tening to instruction” (cf Acts 22: 3). iwatiGew is not known 
in extra-papyri Greek, apart from the parallel in Mk; it was 
doubtless a colloquial formation. 

36-37. The crowd grew until it contained “all” the inhabi- 
tants of the district,1 who were unanimous in their desire? to 
be rid of so dangerous a visitor. But the loss of the swine would 
be but a small element in their dread. 

38. Lk perhaps conceived the man as accompanying Christ 
in the boat (W), but this is not necessary. 

39. The man is sent to rouse interest in those who otherwise 
would not have troubled to hear Christ; in Galilee an opposite 
course of conduct had to be followed (v. 56; 5:14). Christ 
despatched him only to his “house” (Jewish?), but he told the 
story to the whole district. Note also the contrast! between 
“God” and “Jesus” and perhaps also that between Siyyov 
and Kknptccwp (P). 


(26-39) Cf Mk 5: 1-20, Mt 8: 28-9: 1a. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are almost negligible, consisting only of 8é in 
vv. 33 {, the compound é&#A®oy (easily suggested by the context) in 
v. 35, and the aorist éu@é¢ in place of Mk’s present in v. 37. 

The common omissions are numerous, partly because of the prolixity 
of Mk, and partly because of the extreme compression of Mt (cf the 
similar phenomena in connection with Mk 5: 21-43; 9: 14-29). They 
are:—From Mk v. 1 cis fxA&cons (needless). From Mk v. 2 elOdc. 
Mk vv. 3-4 is an exceptionally verbose passage, ‘“‘no one could bind 
him with fetters, . . . for he was bound with fetters, . . . the fetters 
were broken by him” (cf also “the tombs” three times in vv. 3-s), 


v. 35. D paraphrases this verse rather freely. Bx* sa bo minn af have e&n)Oev 
(Ti, WH, Sd), while the bulk of the MSS read the pluperfect (Ws, Sdm); minn 
have the perfect. The article before Ijcou is omitted by B# (so Ws; WH bracket), 
while latt vg substitute zutou for tov Incou. 

v. 37. }minn sy seem to have thought ty¢ meetyweou inappropriate; its omission 
was easy. After mAyQocg minn insert ths moAcws. D has maytes xat n ywou. 2 Ti 
reads the plural epwtyoay, but the contrary evidence of BsC'Y@ Ferr MAKIIRPX 
minn a rz syh appears decisive. @ has mapexaAeoay, syc supplies a subject. 

v. 38. The choice between edeeto (Ti, Sd) and ederto (WH, Ws) is quite im- 
material, and the MSS evidence almost meaningless. D has nowta. 

v. 39. 1 Confused in many MSS. 
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but every significant word has an equivalent in Lk or Mt. Mk v. 5 
has only a summary parallel in Lk, while Mt is quite different, but 
Mk’s details concerning the sufferer’s mania were unessential. From 
Mk v. 6 is omitted “from afar he ran and,” which is equally unessen- 
tial. From Mk v. 7 “by God,” probably thought inappropriate in the 
mouth of demons (W, Ls). From Mk v. 8 ait. From Mk v. 9 ait@ 
and “my name” (“‘my” clashes with the following plural). From Mk 
v. 10 moAA& From Mk v. 13 “about 2000,” perhaps thought an exag- 
geration (Ls, Z), perhaps a gloss in Mk (JW). From Mk v. 14 adtobs 
and tt gory (both needless). From Mk v. 16 “and concerning the 
swine” (prolix). From Mk v. 17 %ef&vto. From Mk v. 19 att@, meds 
sods cobs, aitots (all redundant), and xat édAéyoév oe, which gives 8c« 
an awkward zeugmatic construction (W). From Mk v. 20 4e&to and 
“and all men marvelled.”’ 

These data certainly point to no pre-Markan source. W assumes Q 
here, but on very slight evidence. 

(26) xatvéxAeucav is a technical term. The name ‘of the place of 
landing could not be well avoided here, so Lk has explained its location. 
(27) Mk’s illegitimate genitive absolute is changed into the dative, 
and “‘upon the land” is smoother than Mk’s “out of the boat.” dvie 
is “Lukan.” cg (if read) is an improvement, and ‘‘out of the city”’ 
was doubtless deduced from Mk v. 14 (W). On Batévie cf 4: 33. 
Lk systematizes Mk’s prolixity by describing first the man’s wretched 
condition, and then (v. 29) his violence; Mk, curiously enough, says 
nothing about the man’s nakedness, leaving ‘‘clothed”’ in his v. 15 to 
be explained from the readers’ imagination, so Lk naturally supplied 
the omission. txavég is ‘“Lukan,” and for xyedvos txavdg cf 20: 29; 
23:8; Acts 8:11; 14:33; 27:9. ‘‘And abode not in a house” carries 
on the negative construction. (28) Lk makes the man cry out at once, 
as in 4:33 (with the same compound verb). eocémecey as in 5:8. 
The adjuration in Mk is changed to a plea; déec8a is “Lukan.” (29) 
In giving Christ’s command as an afterthought Lk follows Mk. xa- 
oayyéArety is “Lukan,” as is é&éoyecbor &x6. Mk’s direct discourse is 
made indirect, but Lk has forgotten to pluralize Mk’s rvedya« (W). 
The substance of Mk v. 4 follows, much shortened and told in Lk’s 
own way. The (3) other occurrences of suvapxéety are all in Acts, 
and guAgesetv is “Lukan.” Lk has forgotten to pluralize daovlov. 
(30) The changes are all obvious stylistic revisions, but the “‘Lukan”’ 
possessive dative is here from Mk. (31) émtdccety conforms to v. 25. 
Mk’s “out of the country” (Palestine?) is very obscure, and Lk prob- 
ably did not understand it. (32) The swine are given the emphatic 
position; txavéc is ‘“Lukan.” The substitution of év for xp6¢ appears 
to be a matter of taste. Again Mk’s direct discourse is made indirect, 
while émteébn is conformed to the following éxétpepev. (33) “Out 
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of the man” gives the sentence balance; again the “Lukan” é5¢pyeo8at 
axb is used (similarly in vv. 35, 38). Lk has introduced Atuyny, made 
Mk’s éxvtyvovto a compound and converted it into an aorist, and has 
dropped Mk’s useless final phrase. (34) td6vteg and tb yeyovécs are 
smoother. The “Lukan” &xayyéAdetv is here from Mk. (35) é&%Oov 

. @A0ov is a great improvement on Mk’s fAGov. . . Zoyovrat. 
On oe cf 5:19. As the man had been healed, Mk’s See y See 
is replaced by a paraphrase (cf v. 38 and Satwovicfefs in v. 36). “At 
the feet of Jesus” is for the edification of the readers. (36) d&xay- 
yéAAew is “Lukan,” while é0669 improves Mk’s colorlessness. (37) 
gpwray is “Lukan” (Lk has just used Mk’s rapaxeAety in vv. 31, 32). 
The subject is supplied, with a reminiscence of 3:3; 4:14, 37 (and 
with some hyperbole, —Hz). The request that Christ should depart is 
explained; ouvéyewv is ‘‘Lukan.” Again an illegitimate genitive abso- 
lute is corrected (cf v. 27), this time with a nominative. But explanation 
seems needed for Lk’s breaking Mk’s connection with Oréotpepev 
(‘‘Lukan’’), so leaving the man’s petition in an awkward appendix; 
W, noting that Mt concludes at this point, thinks Lk has been influ- 
enced here by Q. (38) “Sent away” is gentler than Mk’s “‘suffered 
not.” déec8at, dvno and oby are ““Lukan.” (39) Srootoégery is “Lukan.” 
Lk has used Mk’s dnayyéAXety in vv. 34, 36, so he replaces it here 
with dinyod (Mk v. 16). Mk’s 6 xbetog would have been ambiguous to 
Lk’s readers, and “‘Decapolis” was unknown to them. 


40-42¢. Jairus’ request. 

40. As usual no place is named; Capernaum has not been 
mentioned by Lk since 7:1. Commentators generally consider 
the anxiety of the crowd to be motived by sympathy with 
Jairus, but crowds enthusiastic for Christ appear everywhere 
in the Synoptists. Lk always uses arodéyec9ar in the sense 
“receive with pleasure,” “welcome.” 

41, *Idevpos may be connected with either VY’ (1 Chr 20: 5 
Q’ré) or VS? (Num 32: 41, etc). The meanings of the Hebrew 
names (“he awakens,” “he enlightens”) have no relation to 
Jairus as he appears in this section. In Jewish communities the 
care of the synagogue was in the hands of the local sanhedrin 
and the members of this body (“elders”) appointed a responsi- 

v. 40. The insertion of eyeveto Se ev in place of ey Se at the beginning of the 
verse by Ti is dubious (om Bxe 33 L sa bo rt minn R sy). The aorist infinitive ap- 
pears to be a correction (BX 33 157 R have the present). 


v. 41. Before coywyv Ti, WHm read autoc, against B bo D x Ferr minn' Rar f 
which have ovtos. c sy have neither and omit the xa. 
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ble person (not always one of their own number) to direct the 
services, choose the officiants, etc. Such was “the ruler of the 
synagogue” (MDID0 W845). The office was one of considerable 
dignity and would be held only by a person of local importance. 
Cf, e. g., GJV, ii, 509 ff. 

42a. The mention of the girl’s age seems somewhat out of 
place in this exhortation. P thinks of the “critical term in a 
girl’s life,” but this is not especially helpful. Cf below. 


(40-42a) Cf Mk 5: 21-23, Mt 9:18. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 41 t8ob, &eywv (Mt never uses 
&extcuveywyoc, and Lk explains Mk’s term; contrast v. 49), and the aorist 
of Zpxec8at instead of Mk’s present. In v. 42 Ouy&étyo (Mk’s diminutive 
would have been thought inappropriate for a girl twelve years old). 

The common omissions are:-—From Mk v. 21 “in. . . side” (obvi- 
ous). From Mk y. 22 “seeing him.” From Mk v. 23 xoAA&, and the 
redundant ow. 

None of this is important. 

(40) Lk has opened the new paragraph with a partial conformation 
to the style of vv. 1, 22. Unxocteépery (““Lukan”) is repeated from 
v. 39. Mk’s loose cuvnx8y éxt aitéy is replaced with dxedéEato (used 
only by Lk, 9: 11 and five times in Acts). The presence of the crowd 
is explained (Lk seems rather fond of rpocdoxa&v). (41) The insertion 
of i806 is not sufficient proof of a use of Q (against W), particularly as 
the rest of the verse is obviously from Mk, dvqe and Sxéexew are 
“Lukan”; cf also the possessive dative. The final clause (preparing 
for v. 42b) replaces Mk’s xoAd&, while the other changes are only stylis- 
tic. (42) Again Mk’s direct discourse is made indirect. The possessive 
dative is ‘“Lukan.” The girl’s age (from Mk v. 41) seems to be intro- 
duced here to point the coincidence with v. 43. &«é0vyoxev is much 
better than Mk’s éoyétwc¢ Zyet. The remainder of Mk v. 23 seems to be 
omitted because the imposition of hands did not take place (cf on 4: 40). 


426-48. The woman with an issue. 
42b. Here the plural “multitudes” is better than the singular 


(contrast v. 40). 
43. The use of év (“in an issue’’) is loose and seems to have 


v.43. The great bulk of the MSS read tateorg meocavaAwoaca odoy tov Brov 
(so Ti, Sd), to which Cf" 157 minn X lat sycp add autys and x* eautns. But B sa 
sys syj (bc) omit this clause, which may be a reminiscence of Mk; its omission is 
difficult to explain otherwise. In the final clause Sd reads ux before oudevoc against 
the much “harder” a of BARH*; 69 has nag. D sa (MSS) have this clause in the 
active, ‘whom no one was able to cure.” 
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no exact New Testament parallel, but év ao@evelg in Jn 5:5 
represents something of the same force (1 Cor 2: 3 is different). 
Z takes a7ré érwv dHdexa as meaning “during twelve years at 
intervals,” but this is fanciful. A woman with this complaint 
was unclean (Lev 15: 25-27); cf SB (on Mt 9:20). The repe- 
tition of a7ré in a quite different sense is not very graceful. 

44, The xpdozredor (if the word is read!) was the “tassel” 
(M°S°S) of Num 15:38 f, four of which were worn by every 
Israelite. Cf, especially, Menachoth iv, 1. The woman touched 
the zizith as the sacred part of Christ’s dress. 

45, As the question is general, the masculine 6 dydpevos' is 
used. “All” need not include the woman (against W). St. 
Peter’s? words are perfectly appropriate and respectful, although 
P speaks of his “characteristic interference.” @7o@A(Bewv here 
only. 

46. Note the very accurate use of the tenses. 

AT. ovx édaGev, “her act had been noticed.’”? She takes for 
granted that Christ had identified her. Her fear should not be 
limited to dread lest the healing be undone (against W, P), for 
her superstitions were thoroughly aroused. Lk may or may 
not have regarded the public confession! as meritorious; its chief 
interest to him was its attestation of the miracle. 

48. A contrast between touching the tassel and faith is hardly 
indicated (against P), although of course the former was useless 
without the latter. Note the nominative! for the vocative. 


(42b-48) Cf Mk 5: 24-34, Mt 9: 20-22. 

The Lk-Mt contacts are:-—In v. 44 the compound xocedOotca 
(preferable after the omission of the first clause of Mk v. 27), and tod 
xpaonédov. The latter addition is very noteworthy, for it is too Jew- 
ish to have been a Lukan insertion. W naturally thinks of Q influence, 
but the other evidence is very scanty. It is perhaps best treated as an 


v.44. 'D a ffe r 1 omit (cf WI, Z). 

v.45. 1 Corrected in D latt. 2 After Iletgo¢ Ti, Sd add xat ot cvy autw, with the 
bulk of the MSS (Ko wet autov), against B sa II minn syscj. But the agreement of 
B with syscj is weighty and a gloss from Mk easy. 

v. 47. !C*A sa K al Ko lat insert autw before axnyyetAev, an easy addition. 
x* omits t6ouc~ . . . qADev, doubtless accidentally, as is also probably the case with 
N’s omission of 8 ny . . . wutov. 


v. 48. !So, at least, in BWLOK (WH, Ws). 
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accretion to Lk’s text, or as a phrase that has been omitted from Mk’s. 

The common omissions are:—From Mk v. 24 wer’ adtod (obvious). 
From Mk v. 26 the woman’s unfortunate experience with physicians 
(Lk’s text, however read, is shorter than Mk’s). Mt never gives such 
details, and Lk doubtless thought them unimportant; P, Z argue that 
Lk’s professional pride was touched. From Mk v. 27 “having heard 
. . - Jesus” and “in the multitude” (both obvious). From Mk v. 29 
the repetition “and she felt . . . plague,” which reappears (in part 
and better placed) in Lk v. 47. From Mk v. 30 “in the multitude” 
(obvious). From Mk v. 32 Christ’s look in search of the offender (Lk and 
Mt seem to have thought this open to theological criticism; Christ 
must have known intuitively). From Mk v. 33 ‘‘fearing and”’ (needless) 
and “knowing . . . her” (vague). 

No pre-Markan source is indicated, unless one is to be deduced from 
Mt’s brevity (W). 

(42b) év 8 t@ conforms to v. 40, and bxkyewv is a suitable verb to 
use in this construction. The crowds are described summarily and 
ouvérytyoy (cf v. 14) heightens Mk’s form (W). (43) &x6 before the 
period of time is more formal. The clause “had spent . . . physicians” 
is probably not part of Lk; reocavedtoxety is not found elsewhere in 
the New Testament, and $Aoy tby Blov suggests Mk 12: 44 (altered 
by Lk in 21:4). (44) For tod xeacrédou cf note on the “contacts,” 
above. Mk v. 28 (an excellent example of Markan prolixity) is quite 
needless. xapayeque is “Lukan.” gotn 4 ebctg may be “medical” 
but Mk is certainly “popular.” (45-46) Mk begins his v. 30 by telling 
Christ’s thoughts; Lk improves by putting the clause at the end of v. 46 
as part of Christ’s words. The change of Mk’s ‘“‘garments” to ‘“‘me” 
conforms to what follows. ‘“‘And when all denied” gives the question 
a direct answer. Mk, taken literally, says that the disciples answered 
in chorus; the plural is avoided by making their usual spokesman reply 
for them. The petulant tone of Mk v. 31 is softened; émotéta and 
ouvéyery are “‘Lukan.” Lk avoids using two cuv- compounds together. 
éEkoyecbat &nd is “Lukan.” (47) Cf note on the common omissions. 
Mk’s i&3ety is transferred to the woman, and the sentence is corre- 
spondingly reworded. Mk’s “all the truth” is explained in full and the 
miracle confirmed publicly. This last sentence is practically all ‘‘Lu- 
kan” (énayyéAdev, évdmtov, Aabs, Os, tacbar, napaxeyya). (48) mo- 
pebou as in 7:50. 


49-56. Jairus’ daughter. 
49, vrapa here has the force “from the house! of,” for Jairus 
himself was with Christ. The power of raising the dead is not 


y. 49. Sdm has py for wyxett, against Bx sa D syj. ‘sy, in fact, has “of the 
house.” af has an extraordinarily mixed text. 
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attributed to Christ; despite 7: 11-17, 22. o«UAAew is rather 
more forcible than the English “trouble”; perhaps, “torment.” 
avr@ (if read?) is ambiguous, but it must refer to Jairus. 

50. Christ has perfect confidence in His own power. 

51. The crowd of v. 42 accompanies Christ to the house, but 
He refuses them entrance.! The mother of the girl apparently 
is supposed to have met Christ at the door. No reader would 
make any distinction between éA@a@v eis and etceeiv; when 
W, P distinguish between the house and the death chamber 
they are interpreting Mk, not Lk. 

52. waves takes the presence of friends, hired mourners, etc, 
for granted. They were bewailing the dead child, and Christ 
spoke to comfort them.t 

53. The laughter seems heartless but it served to confirm 
the miracle. 

54. Christ paid no attention to their scorn.1 dwveiv, “call,” 
is used only here in effecting a miracle; Lk probably thought of 
summoning back the departed spirit of the girl (yet contrast 
7:14). Cf Hz. Note the nominative for the vocative. 

55. The girl’s ability to eat was a final proof of the miracle. 

56. The difficulty of this injunction to silence is obvious: 
how was such a resuscitation to be concealed? The fact of the 
girl’s death was known generally (v. 49), and the miracle had 
been viewed by an unusually large number of witnesses. The 
problem appears insoluble. Cf critical notes. 


(49-56) Ci Mk 5: 35-43, Mt 9: 23-26. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are-—In v. 51 (Mt v. 23) éA0dév for Mk’s 
Zoyovtat, and tiv ofxtay for Mk’s tby ofxoy (a coincidence, for Mt. 
has a very decided preference for the feminine form, and Lk uses it 


2 Only Sd inserts it (in brackets); Bx 33 L sa bo 1 minn syj =X omit. 

v.50. Ti, WH, Ws read rtotevsoy, with BLE; the present is probably conformed 
to Mk. 

v. 51. } etceAOety tty has a number of curious variants. Sd alone prefers the 
order lax. x. loay., with 8X 33 L bo 157 minn AAXS vg sy, but he should not have 
called this an “H” reading against BWCY"A 579 sa. 

v. 52. ! Whether Lk should read oux (Ti, Ws), as in Mk, or ov yao (WH, Sd), 
as in Mt, is indeterminate. 

v. 54. 1 The bulk of the MSS have exBadwy ew navtas xat (with variations) 
before xeatqs%c, but the omission of these words in BNLD 1 minn X lat (exc q f) 
sysc is decisive. 


VIII, 49-56 131 


freely). In v. 52 if y&p is read, Lk-Mt agree in 03 y&p against Mk’s 
odx (an easy correction of an asyndeton). In v. 54 aire. 

The common omissions are:—From Mk v. 37 “the brother of James” 
(quite needless). From Mk v. 38 (cf also v. 43) woAA&. From Mk v. 39 
“make a tumult and” (redundant). From Mk v. 40 the Aramaic words. 
From Mk v. 42 “and walked” (an anticlimax), and “with a great 
amazement’ (needless). 

None of the above is important. 

(49) Mk’s impersonal plural is avoided, and xap& here is better than 
&xé. té0vnxev (the important word) is given the emphatic position and 
put into the perfect. The last clause is made declarative, so avoiding 
the abrupt and unsympathetic effect in Mk. (50) Mk’s rapaxobsas is 
ambiguous, as it can mean either ‘‘overhearing” or “disregarding.” 
The change of Mk’s xisteve to the aorist (if read) has no particular 
significance. xat cwfysetat rounds out the sentence, but Ls suggests 
that tysetae would have been better. (51) A combination by Lk of 
the details in Mk vv. 37 and 40 accounts sufficiently for Lk’s wording, 
and nothing is gained by postulating Q influence (against W). In Mk 
the crowd is dismissed before the house is reached; Lk evidently saw the 
difficulty of this, so he has transferred the dismissal ,to the house door. 
To Lk ‘‘John” was doubtless more familiar than “James” (who had 
been slain many years before). Lk completes the account of the group 
privileged to enter the house from Mk v. 40, omitting Mk’s distinction 
between the house and the death chamber as unimportant. ody is 
“Tukan.” For mats in place of Mk’s xadfoy (and similarly for Mk’s 
xop&otoy in v. 54) cf above on the Lk—Mt contact in v. 42. (52) Mk’s 
description of the Oriental mourning is abbreviated; his tb xadtov 
is needless. The alterations change Christ’s words from a reproof to a 
consolation. (53) ‘‘ Knowing that she was dead” was an easy addition. 
(54) Cf on v. 51. Mk’s éxSahoy xd&vtacg is eminently in Mk’s style, 
and its primitive character is guaranteed by its use in Mt. But Lk 
has omitted the phrase for some reason; W thinks Lk conceived the 
“all” of v. 52 to be all friends (in Mk they are hirelings). For “‘called”’ 
cf exegetical note. (55) The first clause explains how Christ’s call 
became effective. rapayojua is ‘‘Lukan.” The command to give the girl 
food is placed at the end in Mk, and Lk gives it a more logical position; 
Lk uses Stat&acety freely (4 times in the Gospel, 5 in Acts). (56) The sur- 
prise is limited to the parents, for the disciples have already seen the 
miracle of Nain (W, Hz, Ls). Mk causes Lk to forget that in his own 
narrative others are present, and he forgets them also in the following in- 
junction to silence. mapayyéAAety is “Lukan.” 1 yeyovdc as in v. 35. 

The injunction to silence here is taken directly from Mk, without a 
thought as to its impracticability. In Mk it is part of the Evangelist’s 
regular schematism. 
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CHAPTER IX 


1-6. The mission of the Twelve. 

1. A connection with 8:56 may perhaps be detected, “in- 
stead of allowing Jairus to spread Christ’s fame, He called to- 
gether the Twelve. . . .” But Lk need not have intended this. 
The apostles! received the same authority? over evil spirits and 
disease that was exercised by Christ Himself (4: 36). Note the 
junction of a noun and an infinitive with «ad. 

2. The message to be proclaimed was likewise Christ’s (8: 1); 
the essence of this verse is that the apostles represented Christ 
in every regard. “To heal!” evidently includes exorcizing. 

3. The Twelve were to think of their message to the exclusion 
of everything else, even to the exclusion of the ordinary prep- 
arations for a journey. A “wallet” might, of course, hold any- 
thing, but it is thought of here primarily as a receptacle for 
food or clothing. For the distributive sense of avd1 cf v. 14 or 
Mt 20:9f; it is used because the Twelve are addressed as a 
body. Note the temporary lapse into indirect discourse at the 
end.? 

4, A Jewish traveler in Galilee would find hospitality from 
almost any one. After choosing a host, no prospect of better 
quarters (e. g.) should tempt to a change!; the indifference to 
material things must continue. “Enter” and “depart” are not 
quite in contrast; the former refers to the house, the latter to 
the village.” 

5. The lack of “reception” would be a refusal of a sympa- 
thetic hearing, hardly a complete refusal of hospitality (against 
W). By this stage of the Ministry systematic opposition to 


v. 1. l amootoAous (Sd, with NC*L bo © Ferr al syj HX latt vg) or waxbytas (COU 
157 minn Ko) are glosses; BWA sa DMAKIIT'R minn sy havenothing here. 2 WHm, 
Ws read duvauty autots, with B 579 bo. & has deduxey. 

v. 2. ! Ti, WH, Ws follow B sysc in omitting an object (doubtless rightly). The 
other MSS vary between toug aobeverg (NLDA al H; Sd) and toug acbevourtac 
(CA al X Ko), with other alternatives. 

vy. 3. 1 But BxC*L sa minn & lat (exc d) omit ava (so WH, Sd). 2 Corrected by 
xe 33 L sa bo 157 minn F; x* has no verb here. 

v. 4. ‘vg corrects into “‘inde ne exeatis.” 2% has wetvate. 
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Christ had evidently formed and some villages declined to lis- 
ten to Him at all. By their ceremonial act! the apostles divorced 
themselves from all responsibility for the city or its fate. 
amrotivdooew in Acts 28:5 only. 

6. The work of the apostles is described in the terms used 
for Christ in 8:1. The repetition of “depart” from v. 5 is not 
graceful. Z draws a fanciful contrast between “villages!” and 
“cities.” 

As to the actual content of the apostles’ preaching Lk has 
nothing to say. To his readers “proclaiming the Kingdom” 
(v. 2) or “preaching the Gospel” (v. 6) told everything; the 
apostles proclaimed the same message that Christian mission- 
aries were proclaiming everywhere (WI, JW). But cf critical 
notes. 


(1-6) Cf Mk 6: 6-13, Mt 9: 35-10: 14, Lk 10: 1-12. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 1 -xaAcokwevoc, 2Swxev, xat vocou¢ 
Oecpamebety (xat Ocoamebery . . . vdcov, Mt). Inv. 2 d&néotetAev, xnobc- 
ery (xnobocete, Mt), the mention of the Kingdom, and the command to 
heal. In v. 3 deyberov (Reyueoy, Mt), and the prohibition of the staff. 
In v. 4 cic By &y (8° &, Mt, Sxov é&y, Mk), and the position of etoéA Onte. 
In v. 5 éSepxbwevor, ths mbAews exetvnc, xovroptdy. 

These contacts put a use of Q here beyond question. The Q version 
reappears in Lk 10: 1-12, and the facts seem to be as follows:—Q con- 
tained a charge to certain “‘disciples,” in which there was no commis- 
sion to exorcize (cf on 10:17). Mk, who apparently followed Q in his 
version, supplied this commission, in view of apostolic experience. 
This led Lk to believe that Mk’s and Q’s charges were distinct, and 
that the ‘‘disciples” of Q were of a less exalted rank than the ‘“‘apos- 
tles” of Mk. But, none the less, the Q version influenced Lk strongly 
in his copying of Mk, probably because it had long been familiar to 
him. Mt simply combined the Mk and the Q versions. 

The common omissions are trifling:—From Mk v. 7 “‘began” and 
“two by two” (cf on 10:1). From Mk vy. to “he said to them.” From 
Mk vy. 11 t6m0g. From Mk vy. 12 “‘that they should repent” (suffi- 
ciently included in Lk’s elayyeArGduevor). From Mk v. 13 the ex- 
plicit mention of the exorcisms (needless), and the use of oil (probably 
unfamiliar to Lk). Mt’s arrangement precludes any parallels to Mk 
vv. 11-12. 

v. 5. ! Ti inserts xat before xovtoptoy, against BRWC*Y 33 LDO 14 minn 2X 


act. 
v. 6. 1DX replace xwyas by woAerc; latt have both. 
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(1) For cuvxedetv cf on 6:12. Q seems to have read:—xat (xpoc)- 
nareckuevos tods (S8exa) palntas wxev abtotc EEouctay vécouc Bepa- 
nebety xat dnéotethey abtods xnolacery Adyovtes’ Hyyexnev Hh BactAela tov 
Oeo0, ‘“‘and calling the (twelve) disciples he gave them authority to 
heal diseases and he sent them forth to preach saying, The kingdom 
of God is at hand” (cf W and 10:9). Lk has inserted dbvayty xal to 
conform to 4:36. The commission to exorcize is from Mk (modified 
as in 4:35), and the addition of this clause to Q has produced the 
curious xaf. Mt has revised to conform to his own style in 4: 23; 
9:35. (2) Ingiving the duties of the disciples Q used direct discourse 
throughout; Lk’s tendency is to convert this into the indirect form. 
And cf 10: 2-12. Lk is “Christianized.” Mt’s dcbevoivtas Bepanebete 
is probably original (tacfa is ‘““Lukan”), but his further expansion in 
yexoods . . . éxB&AAete (“raise . . . demons’’) is connected with the 
miracle grouping in his chs 8-9, and is historically impossible. (3) Lk 
has inserted the first clause. Lk then follows Mk, except for the direct 
discourse (Q). But the prohibition of the staff must be original; Mk 
thinks of the long journeys of the apostolic age (JW, Hk, Ls, cf on 10: 4). 
By inverting ‘‘ wallet” and ‘‘bread” Lk secures a more logical order. Q 
seems to have continued with simple negative copulas, as in Lk; Mk 
has inserted ef¢ thy Gavyy. But Lk and Mt appear to have generalized 
an original y«Axév independently, for the apostles were not likely to 
have carried anything but the smallest currency. Q forbade ‘“‘shoes” 
(cf 10:4), Mk allowed “‘sandals,” and Lk may have been perplexed 
at the apparent contradiction, or he may simply have omitted Mk’s 
clause, in deference to Q. Lk has certainly added &v&, and he may have 
changed Mk’s évdbcya0e to Zyety (explaining the lapse into indirect dis- 
course). (4) Lk’s first eight words probably represent Q exactly, but 
the balanced order of xat éxeiBev é&gpyeo0e suggests reflection. (5) The 
plural déywvta is corroborated by to: 8, to. Mk’s “‘nor hear you” isa 
needless addition. Q read éfepxduevor Bbw tho xéAews exelvys, for the 
ax6 in this combination is “Lukan,” and Mt’s addition of “house” 
clearly inappropriate. Q continued as in Mt, for Lk’s differences are all 
refinements. The final clause is from one of Mk’s needless enlargements 
(contrast 10: 10 f). (6) Lk conforms markedly to the language of 8: r. 
dtéoxeoOar and edayyeAtCecbar are “Lukan.” 

This mission of the Twelve evidently took place late in the Galilean 
ministry, as Christ’s final effort towards evangelizing the people before 
His departure. Lk’s arrangement of his Gospel has placed this section 
far too early (cf on vv. 51-56). The original content of the apostles’ 
preaching must have been the same as Christ’s, proclamation of the 
nearness of the Kingdom, exhortations to repent, and expositions of 
the nature of righteousness. 
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7-9. Herod’s opinion of Christ. 

7. The present tense of yedueva (“what was being done”) 
may imply that the activity of the Twelve brought Christ to 
Herod’s special attention. But Lk does not say that the latter 
now heard of Him for the first time. 


8. The reappearance of Elijah was generally expected as a 
pre-Messianic event. But looking for the resurrection of one 
of the ancient! prophets was not common; cf, e.g., Volz, 
Jiidische Eschatologie (1903), pp. 190-197. Still, Lk need not 
imply that this appearance was thought to be Messianic in its 
significance; Christ simply impressed the people as if He were 
Isaiah or Jeremiah. 

9. Herod! is quite certain that the new Teacher is not the 
Baptist; he has seen to that, and he is not troubled with super- 
stitions. His words look forward to 23:8. Note the imperfect, 
“he made various attempts” (P). 


(7-9) Cf Mk 6: 14-16, Mt 14: 1-2. 

The only Lk—Mt contacts are in v. 7, consisting of ‘‘Herod the 
tetrarch”’ (the correct title) for Mk’s ‘‘King Herod,” and the more 
usual aorist #yée8y for Mk’s perfect. 

There are no common omissions. 

(7) Mk’s statement, ‘“‘for his name had become known,” stands far 
too late in the Gospel, and Lk relieves the difficulty with t& yivdpeva 
axé&yta. The different opinions in Mk are awkwardly introduced with 
a vague ‘‘and they said” (so WH, W, this reading is supported only 
by BDW latt, but its vagueness and the influence of Mt led to its cor- 
rection into “‘he said,” which anticipates Mk v. 16; Lk presupposes 
the plural in Mk). Lk has expanded Mk so as to make the meaning 
clear. Stamogety elsewhere only in Acts (3 times); it may have been 
suggested by qx6eet in Mk 6: 20. For the omission of 6 Bartitwv cf 3: 2. 
The last clause of Mk v. 14 is obscure and adds nothing of impor- 
tance. (8) ég&vy is more dignified than Mk’s éottv, and it contrasts well 
with qyée67. But dvéstn involves a misunderstanding of Mk. tte is 
an improvement on Mk’s efc. (9) ‘‘John” has the emphatic position. 
Lk evidently hesitates to credit Herod with the crass superstition in 
Mk (W, Hz, Ls); P, Z suggest that Lk may have had information 
about Herod’s true opinion (Acts 13:1). Or the tradition may come 
from L (cf 8:3; 23:8). 


vy. 8. 113 has the curious blunder apyxteowy for apxatwy. ies 
y. 9. ! Tiomits and WH bracket the article (against BY 33 L x Ferr minn &X). 
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10-17. The feeding of the five thousand. 

10. The interval between the departure of the Twelve and 
their return is filled up by vv. 7-9. No other connection appears 
to exist and, in particular, nothing here in Lk suggests that 
Christ went to Bethsaida to avoid Herod. Bethsaida, as a 
matter of fact, lay outside of Galilee, just across Jordan, but 
Lk does not indicate this in any way and his readers would not 
have known it. So in Lk the only apparent motive for Christ’s 
withdrawal is a search for quiet. 

“City” here can mean only “city state” (cf on 8:27), for 
the translation (Z, K) of es as “towards” is arbitrary. v7ro- 
xopely in 5: 16 only. 

11. The attempt at seclusion is defeated by the crowds. 
éAdre,! “he began to speak,” or (P) “continued speaking.” 
ldo? denotes the repeated healings. Qepazrefa with this mean- 
ing only in Rev 22: 2 (Lk 12: 42 is different). 

12. For the use of xAl‘verv'! cf 24: 29, and for this sense of 
xatanvew (“be lodged,” “find shelter”) cf 19:7. The “fields” 
seem to be “farm houses” or “hamlets.” érvovticuos? here 
only. 

13. The fish were smoked or pickled. ¢¢ wjtt here only. 
The subjunctive! is best taken as a loosely used deliberative, 
although it is possible to construe the clause as a true future 
condition (P). 

14. «dvola (here only) usually means “hut,” but the sense 


v. 10. The difficulty of the situation and the Mt-Mk parallels have caused con- 
siderable confusion. xoAty xxAouzevny By). is read in Bxe 33 Lsa bo HX, while 
D has xwu.ny Acyouwevny Bnd. x* Ferr 157 latt syc have tomoy epyuoy, as in the par- 
allels. Most MSS combine these two forms, Ko reading generally tomoy conwoy ths 
noAews xaAoULEVNS ByO. sys has “to the gate of the city which is called Beth- 
saida,” obviously an interpretation of B’s reading. 

v. 11. 1 has the aorist. ?Sd reads the aorist, but on insufficient evidence (C 33 
L Ferr) minn &). 

v. 12. 1B af’s ndy for q de is probably due to itacism, but cf Mk. 2D omits 
AA. . . Emtotticwoy, perhaps because thought obvious (Ws). 

v. 13. The position of vets is uncertain. B b |* have it after payety (so Ti, WH, 
Ws); the bulk of the MSS read it before gxyetv (WHm, Sd); latt vg syc have it be- 
fore ote; minn after Sote; a c omit entirely. ! Made the indicative in 1 157 al. 
WHm has the order nevte wotot (BX* 579). 

v.14. Ti reads de for yae, with x*L bo af a vg. The first woet is omitted in c q 
sysc (D has wc), and the second is omitted by the bulk of the MSS (so Ti, against 
BxC 33 L sa D 157 R minn & af). 
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“couch” was also well established. Here “group” is the best 
translation, “groups of persons as if occupying couches at a 
banquet.” The accusative may be classified as an “accusative 
of effect,” cf Mt 13: 30 (Lal) Sjoate adra Seopuds, 

16. The language becomes liturgical; Lk thought of the sol- 
emn Christian (eucharistic) suppers. «até«Xacev (parallels 
only) properly applies to the fish as well as the loaves (WI, Z). 
€didov, perhaps “gave repeatedly for the different groups” (W). 

17. This use of the participle of wepuocevery is not common 
in Greek but occurs five times (including this) in the New 
Testament. xAacudtey belongs with it rather than with 
Kopivot, Kxdpwos is a general term for “basket,” but the noun 
appears in Latin (cophinus) as the name of a little food basket 
carried by Jews (Juvenal, Sat., iii, 14). 


(to-17) Cf Mk 6: 32-44, Mt 14: 13-21. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 10 -exydenoev (dvayxweety is char- 
acteristic of Mt, while Lk introduced Sxoyweety similarly into Mk in 
5:16). Inv. 112 (cf vv. 12, 16) of SxAot, HxoAbOnoav adc, and the 
addition of the healings (in rough verbal agreement). In v. 12 the 
article with xduas¢ (not d&yeots). In v. 13 ot 8é, the disciples’ direct 
statement, and perhaps Bedpate (Mt v.15). Inv. 14 (Mt v. 21) cet. 
In v. 17 tb meptccetcay (Mt has the present), and the genitive xAac- 
udétwy unless read in Mk also. 

There is rather more in this list than can easily be accidental. 

The common omissions are:—From Mk vy. 33 the needless details 
‘and they saw them going” and ouvé3paoy . . . adtobc, with the 
hyperbolic “all.” From Mk v. 34 “because . . . shepherd” (used al- 
ready in Mt 9:36). From Mk v. 35 aitod. From Mk v. 37a “an- 
swered.”’ From Mk vy. 375-38 most of the wording is omitted; instead, 
there is a noticeable LkK—Mt contact, after which Lk supplies some of 
the phrases omitted from Mk. From Mk v. 40 xpactat xpactat (an 
extraordinary phrase, redundant after v. 39) and “by hundreds and.” 
From Mk vv. 41, 43 the awkwardly placed mention of the fishes. From 
Mk vy. 44 “‘the loaves”’ (needless). 

The impression given by these lists is that there are distinct traces 
of a (brief) pre-Markan source underlying Lk and Mt, a source that 
Mk seems to have expanded (cf W), although a reconstruction seems 
impracticable. 


vy. 15. D omits the second clause. 
vy. 17. syc adds Mt 14: 21 at the end of this verse. 
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Mt has no parallel to Mk vv. 30 f, although Mk v. 30 seems to echo 
in Mt 14: 12. 

(10) Snoctpégery is “Lukan.” 8myetcba: as in 8:39. The rest 
of Mk vy. 30 is needless. Mk v. 31 was doubtless thought too circum- 
stantial, and it indicates that Christ’s purpose was frustrated (cf on 
4:42). Q influence probably underlies the first four words of the 
second sentence, but its amount is uncertain. After Mk’s xar’ t8tav 
Lk has inserted “into a city called Bethsaida.” Such a geographical 
detail is contrary to Lk’s usual practice, and it can be explained only 
as a preparation for 10:13 (W, cf Ls). The name is taken from Mk 
v. 45, proving that Lk’s copy of Mk did not contain a lacuna after 
6:44; Mk 8: 22 is too remote (against Hz). Perhaps Lk knew enough 
Palestinian geography to realize that this change made Mk’s “in the 
boat” impossible, but in any case Lk’s long omission after Mk 6: 44 
rendered the mention of a boat pointless. xa«Aouuévny is “Lukan.” 
(11) yvévtes is a reminiscence of Mk, but the rest of the first clause 
is from Q. In fact, all the rest of the verse may be based on Q, for 
Mk’s elaborate details were of little interest to Lk and Christ in Lk 
does not seek rest. But the phrasing is Lukan. With the second clause 
cf 8: 40; 4:43; 8:1, Acts 8:12; with the final clause cf 4:40 (taoBar 
is “Lukan”’). This assumption that Lk deserted Mk for Q will explain 
the omission of Mk’s beautiful quotation from Num 27: 17. 

(12) Lk appears to have returned to Mk. The latter’s inelegant 
&eas moAAts is paraphrased. “Twelve” is due to the influence of vv. 
1-6, 10. The Twelve proceed at once to their request, leaving the 
reason to be given at the end. This is the more logical order. The con- 
tact with Mt in tby 8xAoy is hardly enough to prove Q influence, for 
Mk’s attods has no antecedent. mopevOévtes for Mk’s &neAOéytec is 
a matter of taste. xaucas is placed before &ypobc, for the villages offered 
the best chance of food. At the late hour ‘‘rest”’ as well as food would 
be needed. “Find” for Mk’s “buy” is scarcely of significance, but 
Mk’s ct g&ywoty is ungraceful. (13) byets is given the emphatic posi- 
tion. But beginning with ot 6¢ Lk seems to follow Q again, though 
with the ‘Lukan” possessive dative and (probably) with the addition 
of «Aetov #. A clause from Mk is appended loosely, explaining the 
curious subjunctive (W). Aadg is “Lukan.” Hz thinks that the omis- 
sion of reference to the cost of the food is ‘‘an ascetic touch” (!). (x4) 
“All the people” suggested giving the number here; cet and dvho are 
“Tukan,” but the latter is from Mk vy. 44. For some reason Mk’s 
émt&zccety is avoided, and his “them” is explained. xataxAtvew is 
“Lukan.” Mk’s cuzmécte was probably thought too secular a word 
(“drinking parties”). Christ is made to prescribe all the details, so 
the number in each group is given at this point and Mk’s alternative 
nate Exaroy disappears. doet is “Lukan.” For dvé cf v. 3. (15) Lk is 
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much smoother than Mk, and the “Lukan” xatomAtverv is repeated. 
(16) The insertion of aétodg throws the emphasis on the blessing, 
which seems to be interpreted as effecting the miracle (W, JW; Hz, 
Z even think of a “consecration”). Mk’s adrots is ambiguous, but the 
contact with Mt in t@ 8xAp may be a remnant of the Q version (which 
could not have differed much from Mk). (17) wé&vte¢ belongs with 
both verbs, but the conclusion again seems to be affected by Q. 


18-22. St. Peter’s confession. 

It is not clear that Lk designed any connection between this 
section and the preceding. Yet the feeding of the multitude 
may be regarded as a supreme exhibition of Christ’s power that 
leads to the question of v. 18. Cf W. 

18. An interval is indicated, but no hint is given as to its 
length. As the following event was crucial, Christ prepared for 
it with prayer. «ata udvas (scl y@pas?) may be taken in the 
sense “privately,” “silently” (Z), but it is much more naturally 
understood in contrast to the multitudes in the preceding 
scene.! ouveivat? in Acts 22:11 only. W understands the 
question to mean, “ What was the effect of the miracle?” 

19. Cf on vv. 7-8. 

20. Note the emphatic tpeis. St. Peter alone answered, but 
only as the spokesman of the Twelve; the assent of the others 
is taken for granted in “them” of the next verse. For “the 
Christ of God” cf 2: 26. 

21. As the question evidently was asked in expectation of 
St. Peter’s answer, é7et/unoav! cannot mean “rebuked.” 
Hence “he charged them,” as in Mt 12:16. Christ accepted 
the title from His apostles, but forbade them to reveal His 
claim to it. For that the time was not yet ripe. 

22. det, “by divine decree,” especially as set forth in the 
Old Testament (24: 25-27, etc). That “the Son of Man” 
should “suffer” was of course an intentional contradiction in 
terms (JW). Strictly speaking, all the members of the Sanhe- 

v. 18. 1 The obscurity led to experimenting. D latt omit mpocevyoevov, D 
changes autoy into autouc, I” has exer xat before xata, vg reads ‘“‘erant cum illo 
et discipuli,” while sys has ‘while he was praying alone and his disciples with him.” 


2 B* 157 minn f have cuvnytqsay (so WHm). reads cuvnx you. 


v. 21. 1579 omits. 
v. 22. At the end WHm prints avactnvat (CDAKII al pl Ko). 
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drin were “elders,” but the Sadducean “chief priests” and the 
“scribes” were generally specified. 


(18-22) Cf Mk 8: 27-31, Mt 16: 13-21. 

The Lk-Mt contacts are:—In v. 19 8¢. In v. 20 aétot¢ (dative), 
8, elnev, and tod Oeod. In v. 22 d&x6 (differently used), and the cor- 
rection ‘‘and the third day be raised up.” 

The common omissions are:—From Mk v. 27 aitod, év th 639, 
a’totc. From Mk v. 28 adc@, Bt. From Mk v. 29 xat adtés, & (be- 
fore “‘Peter”), ait. From Mk v. 31 téy (twice). 

No pre-Markan source is indicated. 

(18) After omitting Mk 6:45-8:26, Lk links back into Mk with 
one of his usual phrases for beginning a new section (here in the style 
of L). Cf 6:12; apparently there is a reminiscence also of Mk 6: 46. 
Mk’s statement of the place is dropped, as usual. The imperfect 
éxnowta in Mk makes this section a mere preface to the following (W), 
but Lk gives it independent importance. ‘‘The multitudes” may con- 
nect with the preceding section. (19) The phrasing is conformed to 
vv. 8f. (20) “Of God” adds solemnity. (21) The construction is 
exactly that of 5:14 and 8:56 (except for Mk’s émrtwayv); naoayyér- 
Aewv is “Lukan.” (22) Mk’s “began” is dropped (as often), although 
here it has real importance; Lk may have overlooked this, or may have 
thought it self-evident. 

The omission of Mk vv. 32-33 was probably motived by the rebuke 
of St. Peter, which Lk thought unedifying (so usually). 


23-27. On imitation of Christ. 

23. “All” is very vague,! for all the disciples were addressed 
in v. 22 and no one else was present. Cf critical notes, but Lk 
evidently has “all Christians” in mind. “Come after me” is 
simply a paraphrase for “be my disciple”; cf 14: 26 f. W1 notes 
that “come after” and “follow” are indistinguishable in Ara- 
maic, and consequently takes the second “and” as “so”; 
this is no doubt right, but Lk probably understood “follow” 
as “imitate.” apvnodo Ow? éavtor, “treat himself as a stranger” 
(W), “ignore his own desires.” “Take up his cross” contains 
no direct reference to the crucifixion of Christ, for crucifixion 
was a common punishment, but Lk and his readers must have 


1 Made the more usual order in 579 Ferr 213 latt; syc has “the elders and the 
scribes and the high priests,”’ 565 omits “‘high priests,” 1 omits “scribes.” 

v. 23. tsysc omit. *7The compound (WHm) is probably from the parallels, de- 
spite its support by B*WC al pl Ko. 
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thought of the Passion. This phrase (or some equivalent) may 
easily have been familiar in the sense “accept the lowest (pub- 
lic) humiliation®”; the usual modern force of “cross bearing” 
is specialized in a rather irrelevant direction. 

24. yrvy7 here and in v. 25 has no English equivalent with 
the proper connotation. The noun represents ultimately 
(through the Aramaic) the Hebrew 53, which might mean 
indifferently “life,” “soul,” or represent simply the reflexive 
pronoun (the Aramaic uses are the same). In the present in- 
stance “life” is the only possible translation, but in the apodoses 
the meaning approaches “soul.”” The connection with v. 23 is 
very close, “Let a man persist, even if his life is in danger; 
refusal of martyrdom only brings condemnation when the Son 
of Man appears.” This does not imply that Christ’s disciples 
were in any danger of martyrdom, but the principle is stated 
in its most extreme form. The eschatological atmosphere is 
obvious. 

25. The question is virtually a parable and contains no ref- 
erence to punishment after death.1 “A man’s wealth ceases 
when he dies.” éavtév azronécas (literally, “lose nimself’’) is 
a curious expression that seems to have no exact parallel, but 
cf critical notes. “Forfeit” adds nothing to “lose,?” but Lk 
may have thought of punishment at the Judgment, in contrast 
to death before it. 

26. The parable in v. 25 is a digression, and ydp! returns to 
v. 24. The Son of Man’s functions at the Judgment may be 
thought of as those of a witness rather than those of the Judge, 
but in any case His word is final in determining the destiny of 
human beings.? W takes the second “and”’ as exegetic; “even.” 

27. Christ’s declaration has all the greater weight because 
the last moment is close at hand; the impending Judgment is 
to usher in the Kingdom. The literal sense of this passage is 


3xa0 nueoay is certainly to be read; it was not clear. D generalizes by omitting 
KOl “PATH . . . KUTOU. 

v. 25. 1 WHm read the active wgeAet with NC 579 D 700; V has woeAncet. D* 
replaces the participles with aorist infinitives (cf a c). * Omitted by 4 syc. 

v. 26. ! Omitted in re sys. ? The omission of Aoyous in D a1 syc gives the sense 
“of me and of my disciples,” and may not have been accidental. 
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purely eschatological; identifying the advent with a fact in 
Christian history (cf, e. g., P) belongs to practical exposition, 
not to exegesis proper. 


(23-27) Ci Mk 8: 34-9: 1, Mt 16: 24-28. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 24 the (obvious) subjunctive. In 
v. 25 the passive construction (avoiding Mk’s impersonal verb). In 
v. 27 the readjustment of Mk’s awkward order. 

The common omissions are:—From Mk v. 34 “calling the multitude” 
(this “multitude” appears from nowhere; Mt would have known that 
it could not have followed Christ to Cesarea Philippi). From Mk v. 35 
‘Cand of the Gospel” (a tautological anti-climax, which may be a later 
gloss in Mk’s text; even Z recognizes that it is not original). From 
Mk v. 38 “‘in this . . . generation” (Lk’s readers would have missed 
the force in “‘adulterous,’’ while Mt has used the phrase already in 
12:39; 16:4). From Mk 9:1 “and he said to them” and “coming 
in power” (very obscure). 

(23) The homiletic “‘all” (cf Mk 13:37) is due to Mk’s omitted 
phrase. The “Lukan” x«6’ qjugeav gives Christ’s saying a wide appli- 
cation to daily life, and its addition requires the present Zoyecbat (Mk 
seems to have read éAOetv). (25) d&moAéoac Exutéy is a pure Hebraism 
(Hz, Z; &«vtév =v), and it is doubtless to be explained as a parallel 
(oral?) translation of the saying in Mk. Lk has used it here in com- 
bination with Mk’s form, so producing the curiously pedantic &roA¢oas 
4 Cyuwets; this insertion also avoided repeating buyfy again. Mk 
v. 37 breaks the context uselessly (W, WI). (26) todtoy takes up the 
added odtos in v. 24. “His” after “glory” heightens the Christology. 
Mk’s wording is made more regular. (27) d&uhy is changed to dAnfdc 
and de to ato (found twice in Acts). 

For the possibility of recovering a more primitive text of these say- 
ings cf on 14: 26 f; 12: 8f. 


28-36. The Transfiguration. 

The very unusual statement of the exact time since the last 
event, and the emphasis in “after these sayings” show that to 
Lk a connection existed between this section and the preceding. 
The revelation of Christ’s glory and the attestation of the Voice 
prove the necessity of obeying Him unwaveringly. But a still 
better connection can be made with vv. 18-22. 

28. 7)uépar is a pendant nominative. “The mount” is as 

v. 28. The xat before mapaAaBwy (WHm, Sd in brackets) has against it the tes- 


timony of Bx* sa bo 28 157 H latt syph, but it is too difficult to be a scribal addi- 
tion; it was omitted to conform to vv. 18, 37. 


— 
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vague as in 6:12-17, and almost as incapable of identifica- 
tion. 

29. Christ’s prayer continued far into the night (vv. 32-37), 
and the disciples eventually fell asleep. So the beginning and 
progress of the Transfiguration had no witnesses. @repos! can- 
not imply that Christ’s features were altered; His countenance 
became resplendent with supernatural radiance. This corre- 
sponds to the change in the garments, which had taken on a 
celestial white (Rev 3:4, etc). (Only officiating priests among 
the Jews wore white; Christ’s clothing was colored.) é£aorpd- 
mT@v here only; the absence of a conjunction before it is 
effective. 

30. Cf on v. 8. How the figures were recognized is not ex- 
plained; Lk regards their identity as self-evident. They were 
standing on the earth (v. 33), not raised in the air, contrary to 
the tradition of ecclesiastical art (WI). 

31. 6p6%vav is a usual form in relating visions. For the use of 
€£0d0s cf 2 Pet 1: 15 (contrast Hbr 11: 22). wAnpodv as in Acts 
12:25 (cf 13:25), “complete.” The Old Testament, both the 
Law and the Prophets, confirmed the necessity of the Messiah’s 
passion (v. 22). To Lk and his readers this naturally had great 
apologetic value, but its importance to the earliest (Jewish) 
church would have been still greater. Lk suggests nothing as to 
the form of the colloquy, but he may ‘have conceived the 
prophets as repeating their Old Testament sayings, or expound- 
ing them. 

32. The conversation (apparently) awoke the apostles. The 
force of dsa- in Svaypnyopety (a compound not known earlier 
than Lk) is uncertain, but the aorist participle must denote a 
full (sudden?) awakening (W, Hz, Ls). oumorivae here only 
in the literal sense. 

33. Lk does not say that the conversation ceased as soon as 
the disciples woke (against W, Z), and he implies rather that 
the listeners could overhear the words. But, finally, the visi- 
tants began to withdraw (note the present infinitive; the verb 


v. 29. 1 For etepov sa bo D latt sy have nAAtow6n, to supply a verb. @ has this 
verb after the second xat. 
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occurs here only). This broke the spell that held St. Peter 
speechless, and it seems to have occurred to him that the offer 
of a habitation might detain the Prophets. His words are much 
most naturally to be translated, “Fortunately («aAdv) we dis- 
ciples are here! to be of service” (W, Hz, Ls, Z). The usual 
rendition of the English versions, “it is good for us to be here” 
(P, WI, JW), is rather irrelevant; the words should be, “it is 
good for us to prolong this scene.” The “tabernacles” could be 
constructed of branches. éotw . . . Kal Tromowpev? is not very 
smooth. Lk notes the folly of St. Peter’s proposal. 

34. At the moment St. Peter was speaking, a cloud began 
(imperfect!) to envelope the group; “them” is most naturally 
understood to include the disciples (JW, Ls, Z), especially as 
“feared” has no new subject.2 The very presence of this cloud 
caused dread, as it revealed the presence of God. Lk does not 
seem to deviate from the ordinary Old Testament tradition of 
a dark cloud, although “overshadowed” hardly bears on the 
question. 

35. That the Voice came! from the cloud does not necessitate 
placing the disciples outside (against W, Hz, Wl). ‘The Elect 
One?” was a recognized Messianic title (Enoch 4o: 5, etc), but 
it is found elsewhere in the New Testament only in Lk 23: 35. 
vv. 28, 31 show that “Hear him” must refer primarily to vv. 
22-27. Hz, Ls (cf P) explains “hear him, not Moses and 
Elijah.”’ But to Lk the three were in perfect agreement. 

36. The Voice dissolves the vision. “Only” seems a mere 
statement of fact, without further implication. Lk does not ex- 
plain why the disciples were silent; presumably, they were 
overawed. “In those days” is most easily taken of Christ’s 
lifetime (W). The perfect €®paxav' is puzzling, and the gram- 

v. 33. 1 Ce minn intensify with mavtote wde. 2? N’s Totmoouey is a correction; D 
has « Aeyet. 

v. 34. 1Sd reads the aorist (as in Mt) with the bulk of the MSS against BxL 
157 minn a. But this is the “easier” reading, especially after eyeveto. ? The bulk 
of the MSS make “them” the prophets and Christ by substituting exetvouc¢ for 
autous (against BNL bo 1241 sysc), while syp even reads “seeing Moses and Elijah 
enter” (perhaps due to Ta). C 157 435 have the order autous etceAQety; possibly 
Lk wrote ev tw etoeAQety without a pronoun. 


v. 35. 1 Foreyeveto D has nAQey, sysc nxoucOn, K no verb. ?@ 1x al have exAextos. 
v. 36. 1 Or -xacty (Sd). G minn correct into eweaxetcav; D has ebeacayto. 
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marians differ as to its interpretation. Blass thinks of some 
special force in opav, Moulton of “virtual indirect discourse” 
(the easiest solution), Burton calls it an “historical,” if not 
“aoristic” (i. e., “loosely used”), perfect 


(28-36) Cf Mk 9: 2-10, Mt 17: 1-9. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In y. 29 the change in Christ’s counte- 
nance. But the addition of this would have been suggested inevitably 
by Ex 34: 29-35, even if it was not contained in oral tradition. In v. 30 
S06, and the (more usual) order “Moses and Elijah.” In v. 33 elzey. 
In v. 34 altod Agyovtos (AzAodytos, Mt; Mk is very abrupt), the in- 
dicative of émtoxt&terv, the accusative aitobc, and the transfer of 
the “fear” to a different point (cf note). In v. 35 Aé¢youca (obvious). 

The common omissions are:-—From Mk v. 2 céy (twice?), and wdvous 
(needless). From Mk v. 3 the comparison with the “fuller” (“too 
plebeian,” Wl). From Mk v. 8 odxétt and we’ ExutHy (both needless). 
All of Mk y. ro (useless and not complimentary to the apostles). 

None of the above seems to have particular significance. 

On the other hand, Lk’s variations from Mk are so considerable 
that a special source for Lk seems certain. And this source appears to 
be L; note éyéveto . . . xat in v. 28, éyéveto év tH in vv. 29, 33 (in 
v. 33 followed by a finite verb), 86&& in vv. 31, 32, and xat atrof in 
v. 36. Note, too, the insistence on the fulfilment of prophecy in v. 31. 

(28) On “‘these sayings” cf v. 44. moet is “Lukan,’’ but the change 
of Mk’s “six” into “eight” can be due only to parallel tradition, espe- 
cially as Mk’s “six” recalls Ex 24:16. Lk is probably responsible for 
the order ‘‘John and James” (cf 8: 51), and for the addition of reod- 
ebEacbat (cf 3:21; 6:12), while 6:12 seems to have influenced the 
article before 8g0¢. (29) The repeated mention of the prayer is pre- 
sumably due to Lk, and this may be responsible for the “‘L” phrase. 
The influence of Ex 34: 29 is obvious, but étepos is strangely colorless 
(W); the word is ““Lukan,” but may here be due to L. tuattouds as 
in 7:25. é€aoto&érxtwy is an improvement on Mk’s otfAGovta Afav (Mt 
makes a similar but independent change). (30) td0d &vdee¢ is “Lu- 
kan.” Mk’s 690y adtots contradicts v. 32. (31) Most scholars (W, 
Hz, JW, Ls) think this verse is from Lk’s hand, to supply the conver- 
sation omitted in Mk. But there is nothing particularly Lukan in the 
style, and 86& belongs to L’s vocabulary. (32) This verse is almost 
certainly not from Lk. Ls thinks that the sleep of the disciples is de- 
duced from the fact that in 6:12 Christ spent the night in prayer, 
but this is very strained. S:ayopetv and cuvioté&vat (in any sense) are 
unique in Lk, and the only other occurrence of Bapetcbat is in 21: 34 
(L). But ody (especially in the combination of obv) and dvfe are 
“TLukan.” (33) The first clause can be understood as an editorial addi- 
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tion, explaining why St. Peter happened to speak (so usually), but this 
is not wholly easy, and the style is that of L. émtot&éta is “Lukan,” 
and the changes in Mk’s order give better accentuation. Mk’s &noxer6q 
is inappropriate. (34) tadcta airod Aéyovtos is suggested plainly by 
Mk, and it supplies a much needed connection. Mk’s participle éxtoxté- 
tovcx is made an indicative; this is contrary to Lk’s custom, but here 
the change is a great improvement. The final clause is probably influ- 
enced by L, for if Lk had simply sought a climax, he would have put 
the “fear” in Mt’s position. JW thinks of an influence of Ex 24: 18, 
but this is rather remote. (35) The change of Mk’s “beloved” into 
“chosen” was certainly not motived by anything in Lk’s theology, 
while the adjective as a title of Christ belongs to L’s vocabulary (cf 
23:35). The order gives good accentuation. (36) For the style of the 
first few words cf v. 34. This verse is quite unlike Mk vv. 8-9; Christ’s 
command is omitted and the responsibility for silence transferred to 
the disciples themselves. But &xayyéAAetv and the attraction of dy 
are “Lukan.” 

A reconstruction of L’s version of the Transfiguration is, however, 
not practicable, for Lk contains too much Markan material. As nearly 
as can be determined, L and Mk must have been closely parallel in 
much of the section (as might be expected). But L has an independent 
dating of the vision (cf on v. 44), stresses its prophetic element, and 
places its occurrence at night. Only the last of these details can throw 
any light on interpreting the historic basis of the narrative, but it may 
be important. 

Mk wv. 11-13 are omitted here, partly (doubtless) as of little interest 
to Lk’s readers, partly because Lk 7: 27 has already given the essential 
fact. And cf 1:17. 


37-432. The demoniac boy. 

37. For the note of time cf 7: 11.! The presence of the crowd 
would seem to place “the mountain” in Galilee. 

38. The man’s outcry forms an unusually long sentence, 
loosely constructed. emuBAeyrac may be either an infinitive ac- 
tive (émeBAeyra), or an imperative middle (é7/BAewrar), but the 
latter would appear to be a unique formation! (W, P), and the 
aorist in Jas 2: 3 is certainly active. 


v. 37. 1D latt sysc read ta ths nuepus (syc even adding “‘again”), a correction 
due to not noticing that the Transfiguration occurred ai night. gutots for aut (a 
tz vg [MSS] sysp) is likewise a palpable correction. 

v. 38. 1 NW 33 D x al QE even have emt@Actov; lat sysc the imperative; syp (Ta) 
presupposes emttpevat. 
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89. This repetition of éSo1 is very unusual in Lk; the nearest 
parallel is in 11:3 ff. The subject of “cries?” is the demon, 
not the boy (against W, P). a¢pds (here only) is the usual word 
for “foam,” and is used by medical writers to denote the froth 
on an epileptic’s lips. és (udyis is preferred in classical 
Greek*) occurs here only in the Gospels. The force of cuvtp(Bew 
(“crush”) is unusual; W renders “exhausts his strength.” 

40. Not even the commission and the experience of vv. 1, 6, 
to had enabled the disciples to succeed. 

41. Christ’s reproach is a combination of Deut 32:5 and 
Num 14: 27.! This need not be restricted to the crowd alone 
(against W, P), and certainly not to the disciples alone (against 
Ls). The sense is, “How much longer must I labor to give you 
faith!” ovomapdocew (a very rare word) in Mk’s parallel only. 

42. Christ’s mere presence excites the demon, as in 4: 33; 
8: 28. 

432, Cf 4232: 5°26; 7: 16. 


(37-43a) Cf Mk 9: 14-29, Mt 17: 14-20. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 38 Aéywv (obvious), the direct re- 
quest made of Christ (in quite different words; an easy addition), and 
étr. In v. 40 AuvqOycav for Mk’s otx %cyucav (probably unimpor- 
tant, although Lk has a certain fondness for toybetv, cf 8:43). In 
v.41 Lk’s first ten words agree with Mt, but the addition of xat dte- 
otoauuévy is the only significant contact (due to the LXX of Deut 32: 5, 
cf Hz, Z). Se also is a contact, but Mt’s wording agrees with his 
14:18. In v. 42 both Lk and Mt state explicitly that the boy was 
healed, but there is little similarity in their wording. 

None of this is important. 

Mk’s lengthy version of this section gives many important details, 
but these were not of a sort to appeal to Lk or Mt. Hence the common 
omissions are rather numerous. They are:-—From Mk v. 14 todc¢ 
pabyths, meet aitobc, and the obscure final clause. Mk v. 15 entire 
(except for a trace or two in Mt); the crowd’s amazement is unex- 


v. 39. !sy omit. ? The outcry is omitted in D af sys and (slightly differently) in 
latt syc. *woAts is read by BWO 1 157 minn R (WH, Ws); otherwise woytc. 

y. 40. syc reads ‘‘I besought thine apostles and they were not able to heal him 
and to cast it out’; WI notes that this is more Semitic. 

v. 41. 1sysc reverse the two adjectives with yevex; af (Marcion?) omits xat 
dreoteay.Levn. 

v. 42. D reads tw axabaotm mveuuatt Kat MPNXEY AUTOY xat ATEsWXEY TOY TALda 
To TaTEt autoy. WI adopts this reading, but chen the usual text is inexplicable, 
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plained, and its enthusiasm does not bear on the narrative. Mk v. 16 
entire (needless). From Mk v. 17 “unto thee” (Christ was absent), 
and “dumb” (the boy could at least cry out). In Mk wv. 18, 20, 22, 26 
the exceedingly “popular” description of the symptoms is thoroughly 
rewritten by both Lk and Mt. From Mk v. 19 adtotc. Mk v. 21 
entire (Lk and Mt thought the description of the disease long enough 
already). Mk vv. 22b-24 entire; these verses might be taken as a peril- 
ous concession to weak faith. From Mk v. 25 idav .. . dxA0¢ (no 
clear mention of withdrawal from the crowd prepares for this), and 
the words of Christ’s exorcism (needless). From Mk vv. 26-27 the 
details of the healing (probably thought too long). Lk has no parallel 
to Mk vv. 28-29; cf below. 

W, Ls contend that the existence of a pre-Markan source is proved, 
but the data scarcely support this contention. 

(37) The first clause is from Mk v. 9, prefaced with Lk’s é&%j¢ phrase 
(cf on 1:3) because of v. 32. Mk is summarized in the style of v. 18. 
(38) i800 dvne is “Lukan.” In 18:38 é8éneev is similarly introduced 
into Mk (10: 47). The direct request for healing was a natural addition, 
and déecbat is “Lukan.” For the final clause cf 7: 12, 8: 42 (Ls); the 
dative is ‘‘Lukan.” (39) ido) xvedua parallels f50d dvpe in v. 38. Of 
the five New Testament occurrences of é&afpyns four are in Lk and 
Acts, and the same is true of five of the seven occurrences of wéAtc. 
But otherwise the style of this verse is not especially Lukan; the de- 
scription of epilepsy may, however, be “medical.” (40) déec8ar is 
“QLukan.” The variations from Mk are all matters of individual taste. 
(41) Cfabove on the contacts. xpockyetv here only in Lk, but three times 
in Acts. &8¢ was an easy addition (cf v. 12), and tdv uiéy cou clarifies 
the narrative. (42) 4:35 and 8:28 seem to have been of influence, 
while the last clause corresponds exactly with 7:15. Cf on 4:39. (43) 
A typically Lukan conclusion, which simply closes the scene (against 
W, Hz, Ls, who think of preparation for the next section). 

Lk probably thought Mk vv. 28f too derogatory to the apostles. 


43b-45. Second prediction of the Passion. 

It may be noted that vv. 43b-62 form a single section, with 
the theme “discipleship,” that prepares for the mission of the 
disciples in ch 1o. 

43). “All” shows that the retrospect is by no means confined 
to vv. 37-430. é7roéet,! “he had been doing.” 

44, The first clause has distinct Old Testament style,! al- 


v. 43. 1 The aorist of W al pl Ko misses the point (sa has the present), 
v. 44. !minn vg have xaedte¢ for wt«; Ta (?) r have both. 
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though Jer 9: 20 is the only close parallel. des is genuinely 
emphatic, “in contrast to the wondering crowd” (W, P). tovrous 
cannot refer to what precedes, despite its plural (against Ls). 
For the saying cf on v. 22, but note the epigrammatic form 
here, “the son of man is delivered into the hands of men.” 
“For” is used to introduce both the contents of the saying and 
the reason of its importance. 

45. syvdour, “they were unable to understand.”’ apaxandv- 
mew amo (the verb here only) is probably a Hebraism (Ezk 22: 
26, LXX). If the telic force of fva is to be stressed, the sense 
must be “by Divine will” (P), but this is quite unnecessary; Z 
notes that the particle here almost = @o7Te (“so that’). The 
sentence is curiously overloaded, and the repetition of “saying” 
ungraceful. aio@dveo@au here only. 


(436-45) Cf Mk 9: 30-32, Mt 17: 22-23. 

The LkK—Mt contacts are:—Injv. 43 elxev. In v. 44 péAAet rapadtdo- 
ofa (for Mk’s proleptic present). 

The common omissions are:—From Mk vy. 31 édfSaoxev, Str, and 
a&rbxtavbels. 

(430) Mk v. 30 was not of a sort to interest Lk, and in place of it Lk 
has a clause that has no resemblance to Mk. The attraction of ofc is 
“Lukan.” (44) The first sentence has again no relation to Mk, but 
it is not at all like Lk’s style, while Lk’s omission of Mk v. 31c is diffi- 
cult to understand. Ls thinks of a desire to avoid repeating vv. 21-22, 
but this motive would have led rather to omitting the whole section. 
(45) The first five words (including the “‘Lukan” éfu«) are verbally 
from Mk, but the verbose repetition of the statement in the second 
clause is altogether unlike Lk. But “‘and they were afraid to ask him” 
again appears to be from Mk. The infinitive is ‘“‘Lukan” (Mk has a 
compound), and Lk has inserted an object (rather clumsily); the “Lu- 
kan” éjua is here due to Mk. 

Both the additions to Mk and the omissions are quite different from 
Lk’s ordinary procedure, so much so that a separate tradition must 
be assumed (W, JW, Z). And Lk’s narrative is based on this other 
tradition, into which some reminiscences from Mk have been incor- 
porated. In this source Christ’s prediction of the Passion was really 
brief and cryptic, and the misunderstanding of the apostles is made 
comprehensible. 

This source was probably L (W); note the Old Testament style, and 
with Oaupéter éxt (v. 43) cf 2:33. If in L this section preceded the 
account of the Transfiguration, ‘‘these sayings” in v. 44. would explain 
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the same phrase in v. 28. The position of the section in L doubtless 
gave “all” in v. 43 a definite reference, but this cannot be recovered. 


46-50. The controversy about rank. 

46. A new subject is taken up. W argues that év avrois 
must be rendered as “in their hearts,” and meGov aita@y as 
“greater than they” (cf Ls, K). But both translations are over- 
literal. The use of dv in the indirect question is not Attic. 

47. “Heart 1” is in contrast to “spoken in Christ’s hearing,” 
not to “spoken aloud.” Lk of course thought of supernatural 
insight? on Christ’s part, not that “He read the emotion on 
their countenances” (against Hz, Ls). In this instance, the 
child’ is not presented as a model, “it is the object, not the 
subject” of the mental attitude praised by Christ (Wl). Min- 
istry to children may be a very lowly vocation, but even this 
ministry has a heavenly dignity; W, P, JW think that “by his 
side” is meant to accent the importance of the little one. 

48. “To receive” here is “to care for,” “to tend.” Z argues 
that rank among the apostles was determined by the class of 
converts for which each was responsible, and this gives the 
approximate sense. But Lk naturally thought of the church of 
his day; “even a woman training a little child is receiving the 
Father,—and no one can receive more!” “In my name” is 
most naturally taken as “in my service” (W, Hz, P, Z). “Asa 
Christian” (Wl, JW, Ls) is not smooth, even from Lk’s point 
of view. “As an apostle” (Ls) is fanciful; Ls even revives the 
Tiibingen exegesis of the saying as a defence of St. Paul. 

The final clause is superficially not in unity with the rest, 
for it suggests that the higher ministries have a lower rank in 
God’s sight, but this saying is aimed against ambitious desires, 
while the previous words teach contentment with any lot, 
high or low. “Great” is really a superlative. 


v. 47. 1} Omitted by  minn1 syc. 2 Ti, WH, Ws read et8we with BaKIIA minn 
F sy; WHm, Sd have t8wy with the bulk of the MSS. No decision seems possible. 
t al have yvouc. * WH, Ws, Sd read ratdtoy with BCD 565 minn, against natdtov 
in most MSS (Ti, Sdm). In the New Testament either case can be used after 
ettAauBavecbat. 

v. 48. sysc seem to have confused nasty with mats in the final clause, sys reading 
“small and is a child to you,” syc “among you as this child.” eotat in this clause 
(W al pl Ko, against BxC 33 L x minn &X lat [exc af q]) is interpretative. 
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49. The transition is, “If a child should be received, the 
exorcist should have been received.” “We” shows that St. 
John! did not act alone, but the name of his partner is of no 
importance. Here “in? thy name” means “by the (magical) 
use of thy name,” and the “name” in this case is “Jesus.” 
Cf, e.g., Acts 19:13. é«wAvopev is probably conative, “we 
tried to...” The exorcist refused to become a full disciple 
(v. 23). 

50. Christ does not quite say “such a one will be saved,” 
nor is it clear that Lk so understood the saying. “In case of 
controversy, such a one will be on our side.” In 11: 23 the 
saying relates to the inward moral attitude. 


(46-50) Cf Mk 9: 336-40, Mt 18: 1-5. 

There are no Lk—Mt contacts apart from the order in v. 48, for 
toUto . . . torodto in Lk v. 48 (= Mt v. 5) cannot be so classed 
(against Hz). And the only common omission is the introduction to 
the teaching from Mk vv. 33-35 (of little interest), with éveyxaAtog- 
wevoc aité from Mk vy. 36 (obscure). 

(46) Mk vv. 33-34 is briefly resumed, but there is no indication that 
Lk wished to change the sense of Mk. &StaAoytouds, td tho and the 
optative are “Lukan.” (47) Lk takes for granted that Christ had su- 
pernatural knowledge (cf 6:8). Mk v. 35 and vv. 36 f contain sayings 
that are really disassociated; Lk has tried to combine them (not very 
successfully) by transferring Mk v. 35c to the end. The resulting con- 
nection is better than Mk’s, but still leaves something to be desired. 
Cf W, WI. ‘By his side” gives a better application than Mk’s “in 
their midst,” and makes Mk’s ‘‘embracing it” unnecessary. (48) The 
changes are merely stylistic in the first half of the verse; in the second, 
Mk v. 35c is reproduced so freely as to suggest a different tradition. 
bxéexerv is “Lukan.” (49) Mk’s prolixity is abbreviated. émotéta 
is “Lukan.” The phrase “follow with me” may represent a more 
Christianized idea than in Mk (W). (50) The omission of Mk’s aitby 
. . - we generalizes the rule (W, Z). The change of tuey into byayv is 
due to a more reflected Christology. 

Lk omits the remainder of Mk ch 9 (vv. 41-50), probably because 


v. 49. 1 WH, Sd omit the article before Iwavvys, with BWD minn. ?Ti has ext 
v. ovow., against BNL r minn &X. * Ti reads the aorist, against B8L minn & latt. 

v. 50. After xwAvete Sd adopts (in brackets) ov yap eotty x28 upwy, with 33 
L bo minn & syh*. If the support were better this would be a tempting reading. 
Its omission by homeeoteleuton would be easy and it is close enough to Mk 9: 396 
to be explicable as a résumé of Mk by Lk, but not readily as a scribal addition. 
Ws adds the article before Incoug (n*WCD al pl). 
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the logical connection in Mk is very loose; the theme in Mk v. 41 
shifts from apostolic duty to apostolic dignity. 


51-56. The hostile Samaritans. 

This narrative opens a new section of the Gospel, dealing 
with Christ’s teaching on His departure from Galilee. But cf 
critical notes. At the same time, the present incident again 
illustrates the theme of vv. 49-50, and St. John again appears. 

51. The verse opens with particular solemnity, and is written 
in an unusually Hebraistic style. ovvwAnpodv is used as in 
Acts 2:1 (contrast Lk 8:23), “as the number of days was 
being accomplished.” avaAsprpis appears to be “Ascension” in 
the technical sense (Acts 1: 11, cf P); even Christ’s Resurrection 
was, in a sense, an event of His earthly life, but the Ascension 
(K thinks of the Passion) began a new era. avtds has no em- 
phasis (against W), and is especially redundant after avtov.! 
TO Mpdcwrov éotHpicer, “he set his face,” is the LXX transla- 
tion of 0°35 DAY (Jer 21: 10, etc), a phrase commonly used to ex- 
press fixed determination. It is of course entirely un-Greek. 
The last words are from Mal 3:1; they involve an ungraceful 
repetition of “face” in a different sense. 

52. Cf note on 8: 2-3; so large a party might exhaust the 
accommodations of a village, if preparation were not made in 
advance. These messengers were not sent to preach. Note the 
telic @oTe. 

53. Samaritan hostility to the Jerusalem Temple was notori- 
ous, and this hostility was displayed particularly towards pil- 
grims to the feasts; in fact, many Jews preferred to take the 
longer road to the east of the Jordan. Yet Christ’s attempt 
shows that the direct route was not always impossible; food and 
shelter would be sold, even though grudgingly. (At this period 
Jews did not regard Samaritan food as unclean.) P thinks of 
an “attempt on Christ’s part to bring Jews and Samaritans 


v. St. A second autov may even be read after rposwnoy (Ti, against BL zoo 
I minn 4 c); its omission would have been very easy. x* omits the first autou. sy 
simplifies. 

v. 52. ForxwynyTireads roAty, with x* Ferr,AT’ minn pl lat (exc c)} WH 
have ws for wote (Bx* latt syp). 
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together,” but this is quite out of the question. The last clause, 
“his face was proceeding,” is intensely Hebraistic (Ex 33: 14, 
25am 17: rz). 

54. “Seeing” indicates that the Zebedees were present when 
the messengers made their report. But the use of the participle 
is curious; 8: 47 (quoted by W) is not quite parallel. The Zebe- 
dees quote 2 K 1:10, 12,! perhaps thinking that v. 5 justified 
their language. They evidently had perfect faith in their power 
to work any miracle at Christ’s behest. O@éAeus with the (de- 
liberative) subjunctive is quite classical. dvaddoxev? in Gal 
5:15 only. 

55. “Turned” seems rather pointless.1_ Any appeal to v. 5 
was mistaken; the injunction there presupposed deliberate moral 
obstinacy, here the opposition came only from inherited preju- 
dice. Ls thinks that Lk quotes this as a defence of the Gentile 
mission, but in Lk’s day such a defence was no longer needed 
and Lk’s readers would have seen only an injunction to patience 
with ignorance. 

56. Lk says nothing about the location of the second village; 
it may or may not have been in Samaria. But cf critical note 
on 17:11. 


(51-56) From L; cf éyéveto évt@ . . . xat adtds in v. 51, erode 
in v. 52, stoapefs in v. 55, and the very Hebraistic style throughout. 
And Lk’s other examples of otyottery (v. 51) are in L passages 
(16: 26; 22:32, also in Acts 18: 23), while on the telic Gote (v. 52) cf 
4:29. The only “Lukan” phrases are tod with the infinitive in v. 51, 
and &tepos in v. 56. 


v. 54. 1CDA al pl Ko even insert wo xat Hretag emornoey, against BL 579 
157 minn & af vg sysc. Such expansions of Old Testament quotations are always 
suspicious, but this one seems to have been read (invented?) by Marcion and is 
warmly supported by Z. 7348 al have xatavahwoa. 

vv. 55-56. Between these verses 579 bo @ 1 Ferr MKII al minn pl Fv lat (exc rz!) 
sych insert xat etmev oux otdate Otou MvEUULaTOS EOTE UILEIG, O YAO UtoG TOU 
avbownou oux nde buxas avownwy anoAccat ZAAX owoxt, with some variations. 
D reads the first clause but not the second, as (apparently) Marcion did also; for 
a detailed discussion cf Z (especially his Excursus VIII). Z defends the originality 
of the whole, arguing that Marcion’s abuse of the passage led to its suppression. 
But this is very strained, and the words are much more probably an early (Mar- 
cionite?) gloss to relieve the brevity of the narrative (cf Ws). The second clause is 
especially suspicious, particularly in its “humanistic” use of “Son of Man.” (But 
af c vg sycp omit avOewxwy). 

v. 55. J sys omits. 
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This is one of the three notices of the Samaritans in L (cf 10: 33; 
17: 16), all of which are tolerant. This fact is doubtless connected with 
the later existence of a Samaritan Christianity, which was approved 
by the Jerusalem church (Acts 8: 5-25), but if the narrative were a 
mere reflex of later conditions, it would have made Christ preach to the 
Samaritans, as in Jn 4: 4-42. And this section contains nothing im- 
probable; Christ’s arrival at Jericho (18:35) certainly shows that He 
had passed through Perea, but this does not prove that He did not pass 
(or attempt to pass) through part of Samaria on the way (against W1). 

Ls deduces the whole story from the name “ Boanerges,”’ but this is 
mere conjecture. 

In any case, however, this section stands much too early in the 
Gospel, and it prolongs Christ’s departure from Galilee to an incredible 
extent; in 17: 11 He has still not left the country. This anticipation is 
evidently due to Lk’s use of Mk. With v. 50 Lk concluded his copying 
of Mk ch 9g, and so reached Mk 10:1, which tells of leaving Galilee. 
This led Lk to insert at this point the appropriate section of L, a 
process perhaps assisted by vv. 49-50 and the mention of St. John. But 
Lk still had a mass of Galilean material in L and Q which he had not 
yet copied, and this he inserted here on the border line between Samaria 
and Galilee, a locality that continues for some eight chapters (cf 17: 11). 


57-62. Conditions of discipleship. 

57. The only connection with vv. 51-56 is given by the gen- 
eral idea of departure! “On the way” is best taken with 
“said”; it is tautological with ‘“‘as they went.” The zeal of the 
volunteer contrasts with the action of the Samaritans. 

58. Christ! warns of the hardships to be expected; Lk may 
have seen a reference to v. 53. The last clause is a sharp oxymo- 
ron, “the celestial Messiah comfortless? on earth!” Cf critical 
note. @wreds and KatacKyvwors only in Mt’s parallel. 

59. A warning against lack of zeal follows the warning against 
hasty zeal. W thinks the man is called to the apostolate, but 
this is not necessary; others than the Twelve journeyed with 
Christ (cf Ls). The duties of a son at his father’s death were 
particularly imperative. 


v. 57.1The motive for mopevowevou tov Incov in Ce E (partly) G is obvious. 

v. 58.1 WH bracket the article before Insous (B omits). ? xAtvy is good Greek, 
but it puzzled the scribes; xAtvet, xAtvat, and xAtyety are variants. 

v.59. Before extteevoy WHm, Sd print xvere (om B*DV sys). Sd has the order 
aneAOoytt xpwtoy, against Bx 33 D 1 Ferr AKII minn lat sy (some read the in- 
finitive); this evidence is strong but it makes Lk agree with Mt. W 69 minn omit 
TPWTOY. 


IX, 51-62 786 


60. Permission was refused. The burial ceremonies would 
certainly be performed, and the task could be left to those whose 
time was not interrupted by a higher vocation. Note “their 
own”; even a dead father has no binding claim on a disciple 
entrusted with Christ’s special commands. The principle is 
quite general (Ls), but some special defect in this disciple’s 
character may have motived Christ’s refusal (W, JW, McN). 
Hz thinks of a distaste on Christ’s part for Jewish burial cus- 
toms, and this is conceivable; P invokes the length of time 
needed for purification after a funeral; W1 identifies “the dead” 
with all those who did not journey with Christ, but this is con- 
trary to the conditions of the Ministry. The final clause implies 
that Christ’s command was obeyed. 

61-62. The third case does not differ materially from the 
second. W renders “them that are at my house!” as “those 
coming to see me”’; this softens the saying, but it is over-literal. 
Here again the individual character of the disciple? may have 
come into consideration, but he never would have been taken 
very far from his home. Christ probably used a proverbial say- 
ing in his reply? (P). By 19:35, Hbr 6:7 e¥@eros «rd should 
mean “of advantage to the Kingdom” (Z). dpotpov here only. 


(57-62) Cf Mt 8: 19-22. 

From Q. Lk and Mt agree in the relative position of this section, as 
well as in its wording, for in both Gospels this is the last discourse sec- 
tion before the mission charge. Lk has given it an excellent context, 
while Mt has attached it to the only journey (that to Gadara) de- 
scribed in his chs 8-9. 

(57) The first clauses in both Lk and Mt are probably editorial; Lk 
connects with the preceding section, while Mt thinks that only a scribe 
could have merited such a rebuff (Wl). Mt has presumably added 
“Master.” (59) Q seems to have begun: elnev d& Etepo¢’ exttpetdy mor, 
xta, “But another said, Suffer me,” etc. Mt has relieved the slight 
abruptness by inserting “‘of the disciples,’ Lk by anticipating the 
following “follow me”; this supposition (Hk) gives an easier solu- 


vv. 61-62. 1Changed into the dative by 12 minn. sy add “and I will come.’ 
2 q90¢ autoy is omitted by B 700 (so Ws; WH brackets); it is placed before o Inaoug 
in xL al EX it ve sy (so Ti, Sd); after o Incouc in WC al pl Ko. D has 0 8¢ Insous 
etrey auto. Aomitsolnsous. * ext@aAAwy (WLDA) isa correction. D latt have 
the order “looking back and putting.” eto is not followed by avtov in Br alab 
q (WH, Ws omit). 
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tion than attempting to derive one Gospel form from the other. The 
“Lukan” &cepo¢ is here from Q. Mt makes this speaker (a disciple) 
use “Lord.” (60) Lk’s second clause is doubtless an addition to 
heighten (Hz, Hk), or to give the positive side (W, Ls), or (most prob- 
ably) to prepare for 10: 1 (WI, JW). 

W argues that these sayings must have been spoken early in the 
Ministry, as ‘‘follow me” indicates a period when the apostolate was 
not yet complete. But cf exegetical note. And the homeless condition 
in v. 58 indicates a time when the work in Capernaum was over (Hz, 
Ls, McN). Still, there is of course no guarantee that the two sayings 
were contemporaneous. 

McN (cf Ls) queries “Son of Man” in v. 58 (originally “I”?), but 
the verse is rather pointless without it. JW considers it possible at a 
late stage of the Ministry, while a “veiled” sense (W) would be con- 
ceivable for almost any period. Indeed, when the saying was uttered, 
only Christ would have fully appreciated its irony. An Aramaic prov- 
erb is hardly possible. 

(61-62) W, JW, Ls, K hold Lk responsible for everything in these 
verses except the logion in v. 62, arguing that 1 K 19: 19-21 has plainly 
served as a model. But the similarity is not very obvious, and the 
question must be left open. The style, in any case, has been conformed 
to the style of vv. 57-60. Nothing can be said about the source. 


CHAPTER X 


1-16. The mission of the seventy. 

1. The style is modelled on 9: 52! and so “others?” probably 
looks back to that verse, and not to 9: 57-62 or tog: 1. On the 
number 70 (72?*) cf critical note. By vv. 2 ff, however, these 
messengers were sent to preach and teach, so (apparently) en- 
abling Christ to make the most of a short visit, when He fol- 
lowed them.* But the number of cities that were prepared si- 
multaneously is very large; cf critical note. @vadexvivac’ in 
Acts 1: 24 only. For ava 8008 cf on 9: 3. 

v. 1. !Conformity to 9:52 may be responsible for the omission of o xugtog in 
Dylatt sysc, while minn b fr syp read o Insous. 2 Ti, Sd read xaet etepous, against 
BL 579 bo & sysp. %“‘72” is read here and in v. 17 by B sa D latt vg sys (so WH 
in brackets, Ws); here only by MR 472 syc. For a very full discussion cf Z. Ti, 
Sd have “70.” 4The final verb is etcepyecbat in A t minn af a; Stepyec8ar in 
Ferr minn; axepyecbar in Q; mopevesbat in 700 sy; etomopevecOat in157. Appar- 


ently the simple verb seemed too bald. ‘anederEev in D. * The second 8vo in 
B Ferr KIT al (WH in brackets) is conformation to Mk 6: 7. 
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2. Christ knew that everywhere there were souls eager to 
hear, if the message could only be brought to them. W takes 
the “laborers” as the Twelve, and renders “thus far there have 
been few laborers, pray that God may make you such,”’ empha- 
sizing épydras'; this is not natural, but it seems the only way 
to avoid calling seventy missionaries “few” for a country the 
size of Palestine. Cf Z. 

3. W takes apvas as “rams,” thus interpreting, “Ye are the 
true leaders of the people, in contrast to the wolves (the scribes) 
seeking to devour them,” appealing to the use of @p7v ini K 1:9 
(LXX). But the evidence is quite insufficient; it is the disci- 
ples, not the people, whom the “wolves” threaten here, and WI 
calls W’s interpretation “farcical.’”” The mission belonged to a 
period when feeling was running high, and when every effort 
would be bent to neutralize the disciples’ efforts. Of course, the 
saying contains no hint of a danger of martyrdom. apn (a late 
word) here only. 

4. Cf on 9:3. Here shoes appear to be forbidden, but W, P 
translate “do not carry (extra) shoes.” The prohibition! of 
wayside greetings seems meant to secure concentration and pre- 
vent waste of time (Hz, W1?, Z, K); Oriental greetings are very 
prolonged and circumstantial. W (cf JW) thinks rather of an 
injunction against wayside preaching, into which a greeting 
might readily grow. Either interpretation is possible and Ls 
adopts both. The saying recalls 2 K 4: 209. 

5-6. Ceremoniousness is not to be omitted entirely, but it is 
to be reserved for a suitable occasion (P, Z). The blessing has 
objective power (JW, McN) and will at least benefit the giver. 
“Son of peace” is a pure Hebraism; the phrase apparently refers 
to the master of the house, although Z translates, “if there is 
but one righteous person. . . .”” émavamraveoOas in Rom 2:17 
only. 

7. Cf on 0:4, but the motive here is “do not dread burden- 


v. 2. 1Sd reads the order ex8aAn epyatas, against BD 700 af. 

v. 4. ? Ti omits the xat before wndeva (with x* 33 28 A*), but this omission con- 
forms to the preceding simple 17’s. 

v. 6. WH non mg, Ws have the order exet y, with B latt vg. 
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ing them.” The last clause, however, is directed against love of 
change on the disciples’ part. 

8. The order “house . . . city” is necessary (against Wl), 
for the hospitality of a city could be learned only by applying 
at its houses. S¢y@vrat is impersonal. The second clause seems 
a repetition of v. 7b; W, P distinguish by translating “be con- 
tent, ask for no more,” but the difference is not very obvious. 

9. Cf 9:2. WI, Z translate, “the Kingdom that is present 
elsewhere is now offered to! you,” and this seems to be the 
sense; Z observes that in this context the saying means “ Christ 
is approaching” (v. 1). 

10-11. Cf 9:5. The absence of “unto you!” from the last 
sentence gives “Kingdom” its ordinary eschatological force. 
So, “we are free from all responsibility for your impending 
fate” (W, JW, Ls, Z), although Hz, WI (cf P) prefer to take the 
verse as resuming v. 9, “you have lost your opportunity.? ” 
arrowdooev® here only. 

12. Sodom is cited as the great example of a city insulting 
guests (Gen 19: 5). 

13-15. These verses break the connection between vv. 12 and 
16, but they illustrate the principle of vv. 10-12 with concrete 
examples. Chorazin almost certainly occupied the site of the 
ruins now called Korazeh, some two miles north of Tell Hum. 
For Bethsaida cf on 9:10. These two cities formed a single 
group with Capernaum. 

16. The connection is with v. 12. Cf g: 48. 


v.9. 1D af c omit ep vusas, probably misunderstood. 

v. 11. 1 Restored in WC al pl Ko, against Bx 33 LD 1 minn & lat (exc f J) sysc. 
2 E al omit etc tous Todas Nuwy against overwhelming evidence. But nuwv is omitted 
by BxD 157 Ral it sysc (so Ti, WH, Ws). sysc omit ex tH¢ ToAEWsS UY.wy and uty. 
3579 28 have anottvaccoucba. 

v.12. Ti has de after Acyw, with SDM minn & a f q. 

v. 15. Ti, WHm, Sd read xatabibacbyon, against B 579 D sysc (xataByon, so 
WH, Ws); Ti, Sd have the same reading in Mt rr: 23, against much the same 
authorities. As xxta@tGatety in the usual antithesis to ubouy, xatabyon is “harder.” 
Ws thinks that wn was produced by dittography from -AOYMH, and he argues 
that the original form was y . . . ubwOnons (Ko in Mt, not read in Lk). This 
gives a good exegetical result, but this very fact makes it suspicious; the question 
un . . . UbwOyon is much “harder” and has excellent support (BNL sa bo D minn 
“ latt syc). Ti omits the article before adou (against BL 157 minn); Sd prints an 
article before ovpavou (against B*xC bo 157 D minn). 
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(1-16) Cf critical notes on 9: 1-6. 

(x) This verse is doubtless an introduction provided by Lk for the 
Q matter following. W, noting xdgrog and xd xpocdrou aitod, finds 
its source in L; 03, “whither,” occurs again in Lk only in the L verse 
24:28. JW, impressed by the number 72, agrees that Lk must have 
received the verse from some tradition. Hz believes Lk is at least right 
in not restricting the mission charge to the Twelve and WI concurs, 
although he considers the whole charge to be Christian. 

Little can be made out of the number 70 (or 72). WI holds that an 
allegory of the Gentile mission is meant, for the list in Gen ro contains 
79 nations (72 in the LXX). But Lk does not give the slightest indi- 
cation of such an allegory, and the number by itself would convey no 
meaning to his readers; Ls, consequently, argues for its introduction 
by some editor prior to Lk, but this' editor has left no traces elsewhere. 
As an alternative, Ls (cf Hz, Z) think of the elders of Israel in Num 11: 
24-30, where the number 70 might be raised to 72 by including Eldad 
and Medad. But if 70 is original there is little use in seeking for a 
meaning, for the number was altogether too common. Taking 72 as 
original, JW (cf W) thinks simply of the number of the apostles, en- 
larged (6 X 12). 

No conclusion seems possible, except that 70 is too large a number 
for the messengers. It may, however, be merely an exaggeration of 
some number actually despatched by Christ, at the time of the mission 
of the “Twelve” (Hz) or some different mission (W). Or it may rep- 
resent Palestinian tradition, at a time when preachers were many (JW). 
Or Lk may have written v. 1 himself, to provide a suitable introduction 
for the charge. If so, he modelled it on 9: 51 f, thus explaining the L 
style. 

(2) Cf Mt 9:37. Mt’s introduction is simpler, and his position of 
Zpyatacs less studied. The verse is more a comment on the progress of 
the work than a part of the actual charge (Ls). déec8at is from Q. 
WI notes that the ‘‘harvest” is elsewhere the Parousia, but this is 
irrelevant. (3) Cf Mt 10:16. W thinks that “Go” is a remnant of 
Mt wv. 56-6; this is very plausible, for these verses must be older than 
Mt and they would have been particularly uninviting to Lk. Gpvasg is 
so rare a word, especially in comparison with xe6Bate (of which Mt is 
very fond), that it must be original. Mt has placed this saying at the 
end of the charge, to effect the transition to the eschatological matter 
in vv. 17 ff. The authenticity of the verse is not to be questioned; it 
corresponds exactly to the situation near the close of the ministry 
(against Wl). 

(4) Cf Mt 10:9-10. Mt here is strongly mixed with-Mk, and Lk’s 
extreme simplicity is in the style of Q. But Mt’s “nor staff’? must 
have stood in Q (cf Lk 9:3), although Lk’s reason for omitting it is 
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obscure. The final clause in Lk is so inconsistent with apostolic prac- 
tice that its addition is inconceivable (against Ls); Mt omitted it be- 
cause it was no longer applicable. Cf on vv. 7-9. (5) Cf Mt 10: 11-12 
(Hk cites Mt ro: 11 only). Lk and MtIboth begin with etc jy 8 av 
eloéAOnte, but the latter then inserts directions as to preliminary 
inquiry. These probably indicate the precautions of a later period 
(W, JW, Ls), which Lk would scarcely have omitted if he had read 
them. Mt’s xaxet xtA is due to Mk, and he regains connection by in- 
serting elcepybuevor: these changes made Lk’s “first” impossible in 
Mt. Lk is secondary in “‘peace . . . house”; this avoids repeating 
“salute,” but it specifies words that every Jew would take for granted. 
(6) Cf Mt 10:13. Lk may be responsible for the compound verb, but 
certainly not for the Hebraic ‘“‘son of peace.” He has abbreviated the 
remainder of the verse and has avoided the curious imperatives. 

(7) The first and last clauses of this verse are paralleled in substance 
by Mt v. 116, which is taken from Mk. Hence Lk probably has Q, 
although t& map’ is ‘‘Lukan.” The second clause is paralleled in Mt 
v. 100, where it completes the directions as to equipment, but curiously 
enough Mt’s ‘‘food”’ would be more appropriate in Lk’s context and 
Lk’s “hire” would be more appropriate in Mt’s. ‘‘Hire,” however, 
appears to be a generalization with reference to later conditions (W, 
JW, Hk), so that “food” is doubtless original. But this correctness of 
Mt’s wording argues for the correctness of Lk’s position (W, Wl); Mt 
preferred to copy Mk for his v. 11, but he saved &&toc xtA by inserting 
it in v. 10, where it is not wholly in place. (8) This verse has no par- 
allel in Mt, apart from Mt v. 11a already discussed. But the first 
clause is almost certainly from Q. After the search for hospitality has 
succeeded, work in the city is to begin. The words “eat such things 
. . . you,” however, are almost certainly an addition by Lk. They 
repeat the command already given in v. 7, they connect very awk- 
wardly with what follows (écOfeve . . . xat Qeoamebete is most un- 
graceful), they can be omitted with improvement to the context, and 
they are in almost exact verbal agreement with 1 Cor 10:27. This 
addition is probably to be classed as one of the rare “‘ Gentilic” touches 
of Lk (Hz, JW; Hz thinks that Lk shrank from adding St. Paul’s xév). 
Z defends the clause as original, arguing that Christ could have directed 
the disciples not to be perturbed by ritual irregularities among the 
lower classes; this may contain an element of truth, but it leaves the 
above difficulties untouched. (9) Cf Mt vv. 7-8. Mt has transferred 
these verses to the beginning of the charge to secure an impressive 
opening; a reverse change by Lk would be inexplicable. Hence Lk’s 
wording is to be preferred, especially as Mt v. 8 is clearly glossed. But 
Lk has doubtless added é¢’ buss (so usually). (10) Cf Mt v. 14. Here 
Mt follows Mk (6: 11) fairly closely, while Lk’s first ten words parallel 
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the beginning of v. 9 and doubtless represent Q’s somewhat monctonous 
style. Mt’s tis ofxfag connects with his preceding verse but gives an 
impossible result (McN even thinks the phrase a gloss; cf Ls). On the 
other hand, Mt’s tig néAews éxetyns is guaranteed by its agreement 
with Lk 9: 5; Lk has altered to avoid too much repetition (Ls). (x1) 
Lk’s lengthy form is original (W, Hz), for Mt is influenced by Mk. And 
Mt’s change of order (cf above on v. 9) has caused him to drop Lk’s 
second clause. (12) Cf Mt v. 15. Mt’s duty is original, but he has 
changed ‘‘Sodomites”’ into “the land,” etc, to obtain a better contrast 
with “city.” W, Hz note that “land of Sodom and Gomorrah” was a 
familiar phrase that was easy to insert, but this misses the point of the 
Sodomites’ sin against hospitality (Z). fuéoa xelcews is a favorite 
phrase with Mt (four times; elsewhere only 1 Jn and 2 Pet). 

(13-15) Cf Mt 11: 21-23. The context is obviously artificial in 
both Lk and Mt, and this section probably stood by itself in Q. Hz 
(cf Ls) argues that its position in Lk makes it imply an offer of salva- 
tion to the Gentiles; if so, Lk has concealed his purpose with remark- 
able skill. Mt 11: 20 is clearly an editorial introduction. Aéyw bSytv 
(semi-liturgical) and tuéea xeloews in Mt v. 22 are editorial, but 
otherwise the differences are due to Lukan stylistic revision. For Mt 
vv. 23b-24 cf the commentaries on Mt. 

(16) Cf Mt 10: 40. The intervening verses in Mt are a long insertion 
made up of Q fragments, but this verse evidently closed the mission 
charge (Mt 10: 41-42 is an elaboration of its theme). It has a further 
parallel in Mk 9:37 (= Lk 9:48 = Mt 18:5), while in Jn 13: 20 it 
reappears in a still different form. Lk’s version here has dxodetw 
against the evidence of all the parallels (d¢yec8at, in Jn AauGd&very); 
Lk has modified (W, Hk, Ls). And the negative form is likewise a 
peculiarity of this occurrence in Lk; it is due to the insertion of vv. 15- 
15 (W), aided perhaps by a reminiscence of 1 Thess 4: 8 (Hz, Hk). 

The extraordinary testimony to this saying is an unusual guarantee 
of its genuineness. 


17-20. The return of the seventy. 

17. Lk writes as if the seventy! returned in a body, but this 
is of course not to be stressed (against Ls). “The sick” and 
“the demoniacs” are always distinguished in the Gospels, so 
that power to exorcize was not included in v. 9 (against Ls, K); 
contrast the power given to the apostles in 9:1. So the seventy 
were surprised to find that they could exceed their commission 
(W, Hz, P). For Christ’s “name” cf on 9:48; the disciples 


v.17, !}Cfonv. 1. 
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could use this “name” effectively because they acted in His 
service and as His representatives. Contrast Acts 19: 15 f. 

18. The imperfect €Oempovv (“I was watching”) refers to 
the time of these exorcisms, not to the time of a pre-temporal 
event. “Heaven” here is “the sky,” as the seat of the demons 
under their lord (r Cor 8:5, Eph 6:12, etc), from which he 
exercised his sway over the earth (cf on 4:6). So his expulsion 
signified the beginning of the end of his reign (so usually). Cf 
Rev 12:8, where Satan is driven from the sky as a result of 
Christ’s Ascension. And WI compares Sura 12 of the Koran, 
where the sending of Mahomet is the signal for the expulsion of 
the demons from their celestial abode. 

A decisive spiritual event had taken place; Christ was no 
longer alone in possessing the powers of the coming age. His 
gifts were shared by others, proving the existence of a people 
prepared for the coming of the Kingdom and already registered 
as its citizens (v. 20); Satan’s rule over the world was broken. 

JW, Z prefer to take €Gepour as referring to the time of the 
Temptation; as Christ had conquered Satan, His disciples could 
overthrow him easily. But this is not as natural. 

Tn either case a reminiscence of Isa 14: 12 is probable. 

19. As “serpents” and “scorpions” were regarded as half- 
demoniac animals, the promise pledges victory over all forms of 
evil; Ps 91:13 is quoted in part. The last clause! may have 
been understood as a promise of preservation from death (cf 
2t:18f) but it need not have been so meant. Rev 11: 5-7 
contains an excellent commentary on this verse; the servant 
of Christ cannot be injured while he has work to do, and death 
in no way really harms him. W takes i800 5é8w«a? as announc- 
ing a gift not previously conferred. 

20. The importance of the exorcisms is not denied, but in 
themselves they are of secondary value. Their true worth is 
that they prove the enrolment of the disciples in the heavenly 
books (Rev 20:15, etc). 


v. 18. WHm, Ws have the order ovpavou w¢ acteamny (B 579 sa bo). 

v. 19. 1 Ti, WH non mg read the indicative adtxyost, with sWLD al pl, instead 
of the subjunctive in BC al pl (WHm, Ws, Sd); the question is quite indeterminate. 
2 The change to Stdwy in Co“ AD al pl Ko is very natural. 
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(17-20) Peculiar to Lk. The intimate connection with v. 21 appears 
to prove that this section stood here in Q (W). Apparently Q was 
made up of LK vv. 1-12, 16; 13-15; 17-20; 21-22. Mt’s mission charge 
has been expanded into a series of directions for missionaries, and so 
Mt has not told of either the departure of the disciples or their return. 
Hence he has omitted the third of these Q sections, and has simply 
placed the second and fourth in juxtaposition at the first convenient 
point (Mt 11: 20-24, 25-28); this gives the note of time in Mt 11: 25 
no connection with the context. Lk has inserted the second Q section 
into the first (cf Hz), but otherwise has left Q unaltered. 

The only “Lukan” terms in this section are dxootpégetv in v. 17, 
and tod with the infinitive in v. 19. But “seventy” in v. 17 is from 
v. 1; Q probably had simply ct uabytat. Note that the plural of 
obpavés (v. 20) is a form that Lk generally avoids (cf on 18: 22). 

WI objects to the passage, chiefly because it depicts Christ as “‘ vision- 
ary.”” But a Messianic self-consciousness without ‘“‘visionary”’ ele- 
ments is inconceivable, especially at such a time of apocalyptic stress. 
It would be truer to say that it is such experiences as this that make 
the figure of Christ historically comprehensible, and the narrative is 
supported by the Temptation story and by 11: 22 f, as well as by the 
psychology of the situation. Cf especially the very careful note of JW. 

Ls assumes that these disciples were to be understood as missionaries 
to the Gentiles. Then v. 17 proves that these (Pauline) disciples had 
the same endowments as the Twelve. And in v. 20 he discovers a quo- 
tation of 1 Cor 13:1 (!). 

v. 17 evidently belongs to an earlier stage of the Ministry than 
9:40, for if non-disciples could exorcize in Christ’s name, possession 
of this power by disciples would cause no surprise. Mk 6:30 seems 
to be the original occasion of the scene. 


21-24. Christ’s thanksgiving. 

21. Another (cf 9: 28) of Lk’s rare notes of time emphasizes 
the closeness of the connection with vv. 17-20. Despite the 
caution of v. 20, the success of the disciples moved Christ deeply. 
“Tn! the Holy? Spirit”; “in spiritual ecstasy”; cf on 4:1. 
“These things” takes up v. 17; what the professional students 
and expounders of the Law had failed to understand, the dis- 
ciples, men of seemingly little importance in Israel, had learned. 
God in so ordaining had acted in an unexpected way, but this 
was His right, as Ruler of all things. And His decree was to be 


v. 21. 1 WH, Wsomit this ev, with BWCA al minn af vg. ? WY*AA al pl Ko omit 
TW AYO. 
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accepted thankfully.* “Father” is used purposely; it contains 
a recognition of God’s character in acting as He had (Hk ct P): 

A reference to Isa 29:14 is more than probable. 6r« = perhaps 
recitative (W). v77ot is more than “ignorant men.” 

22. Christ’s disciples could reap such success because to 
Christ God had committed “all things.” For Lk’s understand- 
ing of this phrase a difference between “all knowledge” and 
“all power” could hardly arise; he would regard the two as in- 
separable. 

This reception of “all things” was in accord with Christ’s 
uniqueness, which set Him apart from all men as God’s Son, 
comprehensible only to God; only the Father could know the 
true nature of His Son. And the converse was equally and nec- 


3 WH, Ws have the order ev3oxta eyeveto with BC*L sa bo minn EX latt. 
4 Marcion’s omission of mateo and xat ths yyns was theologically inspired. 

v. 22. At the beginning of this verse Ti, Sd (in brackets) print xat otpapets 
TP0S TOUS LAONTAS etmev, as in V. 23, against BNL sa bo D al x Ferr minn af abf 
vg sysc. But the addition of these words would have been very easy, as v. 21 is a 
prayer and the transition is very abrupt. Such a mechanical repetition is not at 
all in Lk’s style. 


SPECIAL NOTE 


A very careful and elaborate study in Hk reaches the conclusion that the original 
text of this verse read:—n&vta wot maped6On Sxd tod matedc, xat ob8elc yyw tov 
matéea (or ths gottv 6 matte) ef wh 6 uldc, nat b Ay 6 ulbs &xoxardyp. 

The evidence is most easily studied in Chapman, Dr. Harnack on Luke X 22 
(Journal of Theological Studies, x, 552-566, 1909), where the passages are given at 
length. They may be classified as follows:— 

1. For the omission of tt¢ eotty in both occurrences only sys; in the first occur- 
rence Ev 544 and Sd’s €1353; in the second occurrence b I. Patristic quotations 
rarely indicate whether their source is Mt or Lk, but there is no explicit quotation 
of Lk in the early Fathers that does not give the tt¢ eotty, except Ireneus’ remark 
(IV, vi, 1) that Lk and Mk (!) agree with Mt (a proof that Irenzeus was quoting 
from memory). Moreover, the tt¢ eotty is found in the Arabic Diatessaron, in 
Tertullian and in Origen. There is, consequently, no reason to suppose that the 
words were ever absent from the text of Lk; the citations of the passage without it 
are due to Mt. Conversely the simple verb ytvwoxet is almost always given in the 
Patristic quotations, and C even reads it in Mt. 

2. The following Greek authorities read the aorist eyyw in place of the present: 
—Justin 2/3; Ireneus 1/1; Clement 7/9; Origen 11/11 (including eyvwxe once); 
Eusebius 7/8 (besides otdev once, cited as from Marcellus of Ancyra). None of 
these has tts eotty and they are consequently all from Mt. But Eusebius has the 
Lukan reading once with the present verb. 

In Latin, Irenzeus has cognovit twice (once explicitly called “heretical” as opposed 
to cognoscit), and cognoscit four times. Tertullian has movit twice, cognovit once, and 
scit once (only in the last case with qui sit; it is apparently a quotation from Mar- 
cion). Origen has novit 11 times (once in an explicit quotation from Mt), cognovit 
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essarily true; only the Son could know the true nature of His 
Father. Therefore all current ideas about God were at least 
inadequate and true knowledge of the Divinity was the property 
of Christ’s disciples alone. (The exclusive revelation given the 
church would to Lk be a corollary.) 

As “knows” occurs only once in this verse, the writer must 
have thought of the knowledge between the Father and the Son 
as reciprocal and of the same kind. That is, this relation is 
stated in full Johannine terms. Hence “‘is delivered” is doubt- 
less taken as pre-temporal (cf rapadé8orau! in Justin and Hip- 
polytus). But the language is not Pauline (against Ls); St. 
Paul would have written ovdéva ywaoKet 6 TrarHp, eb puny TOV 
vidv; “the Father knoweth no man except the Son.” Cf 
JW. 

23-24, Apparently vv. 17-22 are thought to be uttered in 
public, with the bystanders still present. But Christ’s next 


once, and scit once (in an explicit quotation from Lk, with qui sit). The Latin 
versions (including vg) have novit in Mt, with the exception of d ff; (cognoscit), and 
k (agnoscit). In Lk, however, scit is read, except in a (novit; only one clause), b 
(novit . . . novit), c d e (cognoscit), | (scit . . . cognoscit), and q (scit ... novit). 
But it should be noted that novi (like of3«) has present force, and so may represent 
(emt) ytvwoxet; it certainly does so in vg Mt. 

Marcion’s text is quite uncertain. Tertullian gives the present, Adamantius gives 
eyvw once, otde once, and yrvwoxet twice. Irenzus gives cognovit, but as he cites 
without gui sit the quotation may be from Mt. The Arabic Diatessaron and Eph- 
raem (twice) gives the present as Tatian’s reading. The Clementine Homilies al- 
ways have the aorist (6/6). 

This evidence shows that the aorist was frequently quoted in the passage. But 
that it was read in the MSS is much less clear, apart from a few codices of no special 
weight. And the evidence for the aorist is much stronger in Mt than in Lk (against 
Hk). But the aorist is much “easier,” for conformation to the surrounding aorists 
maoedoOn, eyeveto, anexaduac, arexouas lay close at hand. 

3. In many authorities the Son’s knowledge is placed before the Father’s. So in 
Justin (3/3); Tatian (2/2 for Mt, o/1 for Lk); Marcion (3/3, if Irenzus’ evidence 
is included; Tertullian and Adamantius both give the Lukan “who is” in their 
citations); Irenzeus (4/6; once as “‘heretical,” and contrasted with the usual order); 
Tertullian (0/3, apart from the quotation from Marcion); Clement (0/2); Origen 
(2/9, but not in quoting Lk); Eusebius (6/6 for Mt, o/1 for Lk); Clementine Homi- 
lies (5/5). Among the MSS, NX read this order in Mt, and UN b in Lk. 

This evidence is too real to be dismissed summarily. 

The omission of BouAntat is found in Justin (3/3); Tatian (0/1, for Lk); Marcion 
(1/2; including Irenzeus’ testimony); Ireneus (4/6); Tertullian (2/2); Clement (7/7); 
Origen (4/13); Eusebius (1/2); Clementine Homilies (0/4), As there is no MSS 
evidence for this reading, and as it is a very natural abbreviation (especially in 
quoting from memory), it may be disregarded. 

1 Here in KII minn. 
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message was not for them.! He had a hidden mystery to tell 
His disciples, that they were living in the midst of the fulfilment 
of prophecy and therefore in the beginning of the Messianic 
age. St. Peter’s confession (9:20) is disregarded; cf critical 


notes (especially on vv. 17-21). 
The “kings” include, at least, David, Solomon and Hezekiah. 


(21-22) Cf Mt 11: 25-27. 

Beginning with the discussion in E. Norden’s A gnostos Theos (Leipsic, 
1913), which is admirably summarized in McN, the special literature 
on this passage has grown so bulky as to render impracticable any de- 
tailed discussion of the various theories; the following treatment tries 
to give only the most salient facts. 

(21) Lk opens with “‘in that same hour,”’ Mt with “‘at that season.” 
W, Ls think of a mere coincidence, that Q had no initial phrase. But 
this is most improbable, especially as Mt’s introduction connects with 
nothing in his context (JW’s explanation is forced); he would not have 
inserted it apart from the influence of his source. Lk’s form, however, 
explains Mt; as the latter had omitted the preceding section from Q 
(= Lk vv. 17-20), he was obliged to generalize the note of time. And 
Lk’s phrase is far too common to be called specifically Lukan (against 
Hk). Nor is there special warrant for calling gyaAAtav Lukan (also 
against Hk); this verb was impossible in Mt’s context and he has sub- 
stituted d&xoxoilefs for it (not very happily, cf W). But Lk has added 
éy tH tvebwatt tH &y lw, has introduced the compound &rexebbas (prob- 
ably), and has given edd3oxfa the emphatic position. 

(22) Among minor matters, Lk is fond of éxtytvdoxew (7 times, 
and 13 times in Acts), so he would hardly have changed the compound 
to the simple verb. But the tis éotty construction is doubtless his. 

The appropriateness of Lk 10: 21 in Christ’s mouth is self-evident; 
it simply recognizes conditions as they existed and ascribes them to 
God’s plan. But with v. 22 the case is different, if the usual text of Lk 
is followed. This verse certainly enunciates the basic principle of the 
mystery religions, that true knowledge of God is hidden and is con- 
veyed only to a chosen few by a Divine mediator, and this principle 
is most difficult to reconcile with the other teaching of Christ. To be 
sure, He charges constantly that the people lack an adequate knowl- 
edge of God, but He nowhere else bases this lack on the absence of 
an adequate revelation; Israel neglected her opportunity but her light 
was amply sufficient. Undoubtedly He felt that He had additions to make 


v. 23. !The words xat tétav are omitted in D 157 minn lat (exc q f) syse and 
are placed after otpagets in 983. WI thinks they are a gloss, but they are a little 
obscure and hence easily omitted. 
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to the Old Testament revelation, but these additions were not of a kind 
to replace the conception of God taught there with an entirely new one. 

Even Mk’s concealment theory (cf on Lk 8: 9-10) does not go as 
far as does v. 22, for Mk thinks only of a temporary hiding of a special 
mystery of the Kingdom, not of a veiling of knowledge of God. And 
v. 22 puts the responsibility for continuing the concealment squarely 
on Christ. Consequently it is not surprising that WI and Ls treated 
the passage as later doctrine even before the publication of Norden’s 
book, while others accept Norden’s conclusions without reserve. JW, 
moreover, while building up an apologetic for the passage, admitted 
that its later origin seemed more probable to him. 

The difficulty lies in the third clause of v. 22, “nor who the Father 
is, save the Son,” and in the connection of this saying with the fourth 
clause. But in the earliest textual evidence (special note) the third 
clause is often found before the second, a fact that suggests that one 
of these two is a gloss. Such is the argument of Hz, Hk, JW, who hold 
that the second clause is the interpolation. Its removal makes the 
verse entirely smooth, but the mystery language becomes even clearer 
and Norden’s objections acquire still greater force. 

On the other hand, if the third clause be omitted the difficulties dis- 
appear (that a omits the second clause is of little importance). The 
“knowledge” is then unambiguously characterized as Messianic; only 
the Father knew the real meaning of Messiahship, but now the Son 
knows and He has communicated His knowledge to His chosen disci- 
ples. This rendering is further improved if yy is read instead of 
ytvdoxet (see special note). 

Most interpreters take as the original sense of the first clause of the 
verse, “The Father has (at last) granted me full knowledge of the 
Messianic mystery,” and this seems certainly right. So understood the 
second and fourth clauses continue it perfectly, ‘“‘no one knew the nature 
of the Son’s work but the Father, and now only those know it to whom 
the Son reveals it.”” This interpretation makes vv. 17-22 a unit, wholly 
natural in Christ’s mouth. For other explanations cf (especially) McN. 

If the originality of the third clause is to be maintained, its force 
must be restricted very closely to ‘‘no one but the Son hath known the 
Father’s Messianic plan,” a force that Lk has generalized. Such a sense 
is possible historically, but the later origin of the third clause is much 
more probable. Its contents accord with early (even pre-Johannine) 
tendencies, and a desire to parallel the second clause would have sug- 
gested the wording. 

That this Thanksgiving anticipates in substance St. Peter’s confes- 
sion (cf on v. 20) is of no consequence, for Christ’s question to him took 
his answer for granted. Cf on 7: 22-23. And the actual term “Mes- 
siah”’ is avoided here. 
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Hk seems right in arguing that “Son” is used as a middle term be- 
tween “prophet” and “Son of Man” (cf Mk 13: 32). But to argue that 
Christ became “‘a son” by learning the Father and “‘the Son” by unique 
knowledge of Him is to modernize excessively (cf JW). 

(23-24) Ci Mt 13: 16-17. 

Mt’s position for these verses is obviously artificial and they may 
very easily have stood here in Q (W, Hk, Ls; W even argues for the 
introductory words). (23) Mt’s “your” is due to his context (W), as 
is his “because they see” (W, Ls). As regards the last clause of Mt 
v. 16 Hk argues that Lk thought the prophets did hear, W that Mt 
added the clause to fit his context. (24) Lk has omitted duhy, but for 
“kings” Mt has substituted the generalizing “righteous” (Hk, Ls). 
40éAncayv is perhaps better Greek than éne@byunoav (Hk), but the in- 
sertion of the subject pronoun would have been contrary to Lk’s usual 
custom (W; noting that the pronoun was impossible in Mt’s context). 

These verses simply state that the final age of the world had been 
reached. 


25-28. Salvation and the Law. 

This section has no connection with the preceding (against Z). 

25. The verse begins as if the incident were part of a syn- 
agogue scene (W, JW, Ls), although “stood up” may be used 
with Hebraic vagueness (Dip). éxmecpdfwv, “tempting,” makes 
the questioner purpose leading Christ into some heretical state- 
ment, but P translates “testing,” and, in fact, the conversation 
can be read as a quiet discussion. 

26. God’s plan of salvation is declared in the Law, to which 
Christ naturally appeals; cf on 16:17. But Lk probably took 
this declaration as an accommodation to a Jew; cf on 16: 16-18. 
“How dost thou read?” may have been a regular formula in 
Jewish arguments (K). 

27. Deut 6:5 is cited. The quotation agrees with the LXX, 
except for xapdlas (LXX dvavolas), Siavolas (LXX Suvdpews), 
and év (LXX €&); these changes bring Lk nearer the Hebrew, 
and “with all thy strength” is an addition from 2 K 23:25, 
giving the whole the appearance of a Midrashic combination. 
The first é€ (in contrast to the €v’s) is probably due to the very 
common phrase é« kapdfas. The second quotation is from 

y. 27. The variations in the form of the quotation are of small interest. WHm, 


Ws omit sou after 8eoy (so B*H) and WH non mg omit the article before xapdtas 
(so B minn &). 
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Lev 19:18 (LXX). Such attempts to summarize the whole 
teaching of the Law were common, and this combination of 
two prominent Old Testament passages was very natural, al- 
though it does not seem to be made in the Rabbinical literature; 
cf SB (on Mt 22:35 ff). Yet in the Testaments cf Iss 5: 2; 7: 5; 
Dnl 5: 3. 

28. Christ expresses His perfect satisfaction with the lawyer’s 
statement of the case. But His tacit presupposition is that the 
Law must be interpreted as in Mt ch s. 


(25-28) These verses are paralleled in Mk 12: 28-34, and rather 
more closely in Mt 22: 35-40. The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 25 xat, 
vou.txds, (éx)metedtwy aitéy, Sdkoxade. In v. 26 év ct véuw (although 
differently used). In v. 27 6 8¢ and the three év’s with the dative (Mk 
has é€ with the genitive). These contacts are too numerous for acci- 
dent, especially as this is the only appearance of voutxd¢ in Mt. The 
difference in context makes the common omissions difficult to discuss. 
Apparently Lk has followed Q, while Mt has introduced reminiscences of 
Qinto Mk (W, JW, Ls); cf the comments on vv. 1-12 or on 11: 14-23. 

(25) As Mt here depends largely on Mk, Lk probably has approxi- 
mately Q’s wording (W); for a similar use of &voté&vat in Q cf rr: 32, 
and for éxmetod&tery cf 4:12. The lawyer’s question in Mt is simply 
mola évtoA weykAn év tH vdoum (cf Mk), while Lk agrees with Lk 18: 18 
(= Mk 10:17); hence W, Ls suggest that Mt may have the original 
form. (26) Lk did not introduce this technically Jewish wording. W 
thinks that “in the law’ stood in both question (Mt) and answer 
(Lk), but Mt may have transferred the phrase to the question through 
the influence of Mk. (27) In Mk—Mt this summary of the Law is 
attributed to Christ, not to the lawyer. JW, Ls argue that Lk is 
right. They point to the involved style of Mk, who makes the lawyer 
repeat the saying (Mk 12:33), and who praises the summary twice 
(Mk 12:32, 34). W, on the other hand, contends that in Q Christ’s 
words were continuous; after asking the question, He proceeded to an- 
swer it Himself. The dialogue form would then be due to Lk, partly 
through misunderstanding, partly through a desire to connect this 
scene with the story of the Samaritan. P, Z maintain that the versions 
in Lk and Mk are really independent, but they do not explain the 
verbal contacts. 

General probability is in favor of Lk’s originality here, for Christian 
tradition would naturally tend to convert Christ’s approval of a strik- 
ing saying into His authorship of it, while the reverse process would 
be almost inconceivable; even the theory that makes Mk and Lk nar- 
rate distinct incidents leaves the origin of the saying with the lawyer. 
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The very fact that Mk and Mt could convert a saying of a lawyer 
into a saying of Christ shows that it was not generally familiar. And, 
of course, as approved by Christ, the saying took on a new sense. 
The Rabbis were fond of brief summaries, but a Jew undertaking to 
act on them alone would soon come to grief in the Rabbis’ eyes, while 
to Christ the saying was really exhaustive and a man need know or 
do nothing more. 

(28) Lk would not have created so legalistic a verse (against Hz). 
For 4p0¢ cf on 7: 43. 

These verses probably opened a new section in Q. They have no 
connection at all with v. 24, but they might very well be grouped with 
the saying on prayer (11: 2-4). That is, the break in Lk simply corre- 
sponds to the break in Q. 


29-37. The Good Samaritan. 

29. The lawyer refuses to accept Christ’s easy solution of the 
matter; it is not enough to know how to state the Law without 
understanding its interpretation. “To justify himself”; “to 
show there was real reason for his question,” Jl, Ls translate 
“to prove himself righteous,” but this does not suit the context. 
The scribal exegesis of Lev 19: 18 treated “neighbor” as in some 
sense a restrictive term, so that if a man was not a “neighbor” 
there was no duty to “love” him; an interpretation that (it 
must be admitted) could claim support from some parts of the 
Old Testament. Consequently, the exact definition of “neigh- 
bor” was an important problem. Cf K and (very elaborately) 
SB on Mt 5: 43. 

30-37. Christ’s reply supplies the definition of “neighbor” in 
a story. This is not a parable (against W) and is not called a 
parable, although few parts of the New Testament have been 
subjected to more tasteless allegorizing. But, on the other hand, 
there is not the slightest reason to treat it as a true account of 
an actual occurrence (against P). 

30. vroAaBer,! “taking up the question with the answer”; 
here only in this (good Attic) sense. The man in the story is of 
course supposed to be a Jew. And the road from Jerusalem to 
Jericho is chosen as the scene of his misadventure, partly be- 
cause it was notoriously dangerous, partly because priests and 


v. 30. Only Sd prints an initial d< (against Bx* sy). 1 69 has egy. 
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Levites were common figures on it. «atéBawer, the road led 
downhill in the direction of Jericho. mepiérrecev (Acts 27: 41, 
Jas 1:2) “fell in the midst of.” The verb by itself does not 
connote the idea of a surprise (cf Jl). The following xaé is 
ad sens., “who, besides robbing him, etc.” us0av7s? here 
only. 

31. This is the only mention of a priest in Christ’s formal 
teaching. The choice of a scribe would have been more in ac- 
cord with His controversies, but this might have raised a dis- 
pute alien to the subject in hand (Jl, Ls, Z). avtimapépyer bar 
(LXX) here and in v. 32 only. ovyxupfat (= “coincidence’’) 
only here. 

32. This is the only mention of a Levite in the Synoptists. 

33. The moral is not, of course, that Samaritans are better 
than priests, but that a loving Samaritan is better than a love- 
less priest. Jl, Ls note that Lk and his readers may very well 
have drawn universalistic conclusions from this. 6evew here 
only. 

34. mpoceA Ody, in contrast to the conduct of the priest and 
the Levite. The Mishnah (Shab, 19: 2) describes a mixture of 
oil and wine as a well-known preparation in the treatment of 
wounds; other references in K and SB (on Mt 5:43). These 
passages have been overlooked by Jl, WI, Ls, who deny that 
such a practice ever existed; Jl even amends to read “pouring 
on oil and giving him wine to drink.” The “beast” could have 
been either a horse or an ass; the latter was more common. 
The inns on such a travelled road would have been tolerably 
well equipped. Kxatadeiy, tpadpa, émuyéew, and tavdoxeiov 
here only. 

35. él riyv avpiov (Acts 4:5, cf 3:1) is an unusual phrase, 
which sys translates by “at daybreak” (so W). “Took out” of 
his girdle or wallet. As the denarius (cf 7:41) was a full day’s 
wage for a laborer (Mt 20: 2), it must have sufficed for at least 


2 syp has “with little life in him.” 

v. 31. WH bracket the ev (om B minn latt vg). 1D has xatatuya for xata 
suyxuvetay; b cil have nothing. 

v. 32. After Aeuttys Ti inserts yevousvoc, against Bx° L minn HX sy. 

y. 35. _WHm, Ws have the order edwxev Su0 dyvapta (so B sa). 
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one day’s accommodation at an inn. The Samaritan is supposed 
known to the innkeeper; from éravépyeoOau (“return”) Z de- 
duces that he made regular business trips. mavdoyevs and 
mpoadarravay here only. 

36. The perfect yeyovévat seems loosely used instead of the 
aorist for emphasis. P translates “proved neighbor,” but this 
supplies rather too much. On the relation to v. 29 cf critical 
notes. ¢és, “into the hands of.” 

87. The lawyer’s reply is worded to bring out the moral; 
P thinks he avoided saying “the Samaritan,” but the name 
would have blunted the climax. On 6 oujoas KTd cf 1:72. 
Christ’s reply gives the final answer to the question in v. 29, 
“treat as your ‘neighbor’ any one whom you can help.” The 
only natural sense for xa/ is “and.” 


(29-37) Peculiar to Lk. 

On the surface, the connection of this section with vv. 25-28 is 
smooth, but the association of the two paragraphs is really only due 
to the word “neighbor”; in v. 29 the question is ‘‘whom shall I love?”’, 
while in v. 36 Christ asks, ‘‘who loved him?” (so usually); Z tries to 
relieve the difficulty by arguing that “‘neighbor” is a term involving 
reciprocal relations, but this is insufficient. And a still more important 
proof of lack of continuity appears from the fact that vv. 25-28 is 
from Q, while the present section is from L (W). The L characteristics 
are unmistakable, note the location of the story in southern Palestine, 
the special joy in benevolence, the use of a Samaritan in a complimen- 
tary way (cf on 9:55), and such terms as dwolws (vv. 32, 37) and 
orAayyvitecbar (v. 33). Moreover, émavéoyecbar (v. 35) occurs else- 
where only in an L passage (19:15), while the very Hebraic 6 xothaag 
EXe0c wer” adtod is paralleled closely in 1: 72 (and ZAcoc is an L term). 

JW, Ls, however, regard the story as taken from Q, Ls going so far 
as to find a reference to the priest and the Levite in ‘“‘more than all 
whole burnt-offerings and sacrifices” in Mk 12: 33. But this explana- 
tion merely transfers the responsibility for uniting the passages to the 
editor of Q (instead of Lk), and it overlooks the significant style. 

The amount of revision effected by Lk and the extent of his additions 
cannot be determined. The only ““Lukan” phrases are 8 xat in v. 32, 
and &yew in v. 34, but mAnyas éxitiOévar (v. 30) occurs again in 
Acts 16: 23, and ém@:Gdtety (v. 34) in 19:35 (inserted into Mk) and 
Acts 23: 24. 


v. 37. WH bracket the article before Ijcoug (om B). 
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The position of the section here is due to vv. 25-28, and so gives no 
guide as to its original place in L. 


38-42. Mary and Martha. 

A slight topical connection, based on the general idea of 
kindly treatment, may perhaps be traced between this section 
and the preceding (W, P, JW, Ls). But the resemblance is cer- 
tainly vague. 

38. The last mention of journeying was in 9:57. Lk takes 
for granted that Christ was accompanied by disciples (“them”), 
and that they went with Him into the village. No hint is given 
as to the place. Martha is introduced as an independent house- 
holder,’ apparently a widow (Z, K; cf on 8:3). She doubtless 
entertained some of the disciples with Christ, but this was im- 
material to the narrative. 

39. 775¢€is used loosely for TadTy.1 The kal? (“whoalso sat’) 
before wapaxaGeocbeica (a verb not known elsewhere in Greek) 
is vague (cf P especially); apparently it is meant to emphasize 
Mary’s eagerness (W). 

40. mepio7rao Gas here only. “Serving”; “preparing for the 
meal. émictaoa, “halting in her work.” Martha’s “Lord” 
forms a curious contrast to her petulant “dost thou not care?” 
cuvavTthapBdvecOau in Rom 8: 26 only. 

42. “Few” and “one” simply take up “many”: “in place of 
such elaborate preparations, a few dishes or only one would 
have been enough for necessary food.” It is unnatural to apply 
the words in different senses, “‘a few dishes would have been 
enough, or, indeed, only devout attention to my words” (against 


eee 
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v. 38. At the beginning of the verse Ti inserts eyeveto de ev, against Bx 33 L sa 
bo minn & sysc; the reading is quite possibly original as it is poor Greek and has 
not appeared since 9:51. The same can be said of Ti’s xat before auto¢g (om Bx 
33 LD 69 Ha sy). sy omits autos; D omits autouc; both are correcting. The 
change of autous into eutoy (1 157 minn syj) centers the narrative in Christ; cf D. 
1Ti, WH non mg Sdm read etg thy otxtay with x*e Ce 33 L minn &. DPA al pl 
have otxoy for otxtav (so Ws), to which WA al pl Ko add autys (so Sd). In view 
of this confusion, the omission of the whole phrase in B sa is probably right (WHm, 
cf Z); it was easily added. 

v. 39. The omission of y after Maeta(.) in Bex*L bo & (WH bracket) is a cor- 
rection. !Readin W. 70m D afa. 

v.40. The aorist xeteAtrey in Ti (against BCL al minn &) may be due to itacism. 
1D has wou avttAabytae. 
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W, P). The refusal of certain commentators (e. g., Z) to admit 
that Christ could speak of any food as necessary is akin to the 
impulse that led to early excisions from the text.!' After “shall 
not be taken away from her” W supplies “yet you wish to take 
her away.” But this is artificial. 


(38-42) Peculiar to Lk. 

From L; cf éyévero év t@ (if read) and xat airés (if read) in v. 38, 
the use of xdetog in vv. 39, 41, and the contact with Jn (ch 11) in the 
names of the sisters. Jn places their home in Bethany, and this corre- 
sponds to L’s interest in southern Palestine. (38) Lk’s only other in- 
stance of Sxodéyec0at isin an L section (19:6, but cf also Acts 17: 7). 
évéuart is “Lukan.” (39) 63e does not appear elsewhere in the Gos- 
pel, while Lk uses it correctly in Acts 21:11. The dative and xaAoupévy 
are “Lukan.” (40) Staxovlx in Acts (8 times) is always used of the 
Christian ministry. émotéox is “Lukan.” (42) On éxdéyecbat cf 
6: 13. 

Lk’s last L section in regular order was 8: 1-3, and the present story 
would have been perfectly in place after it, or after 10: 1, if 10: 1 stood 
in L. But the connection would of course be topical only; this Judean 
incident may belong to a late period in the Ministry. 

There is not a trace of any allegory (against Ls), and the section was 
not of a kind to attract later creative tendencies. 


\ 


CHAPTER XI 


1-4. The Lord’s Prayer. 

This section is the first of a continuous passage (vv. 1-13), 
devoted entirely to prayer. 

1. “In a certain place” merely indicates a change of scene 
and W overstresses “place” by distinguishing it from “village”’ 


vv. 41-42. !It is assumed that the original text ran, Map§a, MacOa, weetuvac 
xat Oopubatyn mept TOAAG, OAtywy Se cotty Yosta y evos (WH, Ws, with Bx 33 L 
579 bo 1 syjm [“‘sys” in Sd is an error]); the variations in the codices supporting this 
text are immaterial. Ti reads evocg Se eotty yoeta, with WC sa A al pl Kof q vg 
sycp; this is a “‘spiritualizing” interpretation (cf exegetical note). Sd has oAtywy 
de eotty yoeta, a text produced by speculation, as it is contained only in 38, one 
quotation in Origen, one bo MS, and syj (text). The omission of everything but the 
vocatives in af a b ffz r 1 i sys (D retains only ®09u@cCy) probably represents the 
excision of an incomprehensible passage, if it is not due to homcearcton (MaeOa . . . 
Mapta), or to sheer accident. Wl, JW, K, however, argue that it is original and that 
B’s text has grown up through conflation of glosses. WHm adopt D’s reading. 
Sd’s note (i, p. 1571) should be consulted. 
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in 10: 38; Lk leaves the whole scene vague. The request is of 
course for a set form of prayer. The formulas taught by the 
Baptist were lengthy (5: 33). 

2. Lk understands that the Lord’s Prayer should form part 
of all Christian devotions (6tav; “ whenever”). 

In the prayer itself, JW takes “hallowed be thy name” as 
a preliminary ascription and not as a petition. This is most 
probable, as the Jewish practice was to begin prayers with 
thanksgiving. But if the clause is read as a petition, it is a 
prayer that men may honor God, whose “ Name”’ is “hallowed” 
when men acknowledge Him. Probably in this case an eschato- 
logical motive is present, for the return of men to God would 
prepare the way for the Kingdom (cf 1:17, etc). The prayer 
of the second clause! is of course for the eschatological consum- 
mation. 

8. The meaning of éztovovos will probably always remain 
unknown, for the adjective almost certainly belonged to the 
popular Jewish Greek of Jersualem (cf critical notes). In Lk 
the force that consorts best with 70 xa” 7)uépav is “necessary,” 
a meaning that is etymologically possible. St Jerome (Comm. 
in Mt [6: 11]) states that in the Gospel of the Hebrews érovov0s 
was represented by “for the morrow,” and this translation is 
possible in Mt. But in Lk it would give “each day the bread 
for the ensuing day,” which is too artificial (against Z). 

4, The equation of “sin” and “debt” should be noted. There 
is no theological reflection on the relation between God and 
temptation; the language is that of the Old Testament, which 
simply assumes God’s entire omnipotence. Z notes that the ex- 
treme brevity of the prayer must have surprised the apostles, 
and deduces, with great probability, that the simplicity of 
Christ’s “form” was meant to warn against putting trust in 
any set words. 


v. 2. 1In place of this clause 700 162 read (with slight variations) eA®etw to 
TVEUUA OU TO ALLOY Ep NUAS xat xafaprcatw nas, a form found also in Gregory 
of Nyssa and Maximus. Apparently it goes back to Marcion (cf Tertullian, adv. 
Marc. iv, 26; Tertullian seems to have read both the usual and this special form of 
the clause). D has ep upac at the end of the usual form, presumably a remnant of 
this reading. 
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(1-4) Cf Mt 6: 9-13. 

As the position of this section is not determined by the preceding 
context, it doubtless owes its place here to the order of Q. Cf on ro: 
25-28; the simple summary of the Law was followed by the simple 
Prayer. 

(1) This verse (in part?) is presumably from Q. For Q could not 
have given the Prayer without a preface of some sort, and Lk would 
not have introduced the reference to the Baptist. Lk evidently has 
conformed the first few words to the beginning of his last section (10: 
38), and may have modified elsewhere. W, WI, Ls regard the intro- 
ductory words (through ‘“‘ceased’’) as editorial, and the use of ds is 
certainly ‘““Lukan.”’ This preface would have been impossible in Mt’s 
position of the prayer but W thinks that Mt 6: 7f stood at this point 
in Q; the connection is excellent, while the verses would have been 
too Jewish for Lk. (2a) 8tav and the subjunctive are of course from 
Lk; they presuppose Christian liturgical practice. 

(2b-4) The transmission of the Lord’s Prayer in the earliest church 
must have had a history of its own. Greek-speaking Christians were 
found in Jerusalem from the very earliest days (Acts 6:1), and they 
must very soon have adopted an “official” Greek version of the Prayer. 
In this version the thoroughly unliterary word émodtctos must have 
been found, for there is no other explanation of its retention in both 
Lk and Mt so many years later; the familiar wording of the old trans- 
lation would be maintained. 

Lk and Mt have unquestionably given the versions of the Prayer 
that were current in their respective circles, and neither Evangelist 
would have made appreciable changes in these forms (cf Hk). But 
liturgical use often leads to adding additional clauses to important 
prayers, so Lk’s shorter version has the general presupposition of origi- 
nality; Christians would have been particularly chary abcut omitting 
anything from a prayer given by Christ. 

(2b) Lk’s simple “Father” is certainly original. The Aramaic NBN 
would represent indifferently “father,” ‘our father,” etc., but for 
“Father” alone cf Rom 8:15. Mt’s “who art in Heaven” was an 
easy expansion through the influence of current Jewish formulas (Hk, 
JW). Mt’s “thy will be done,” etc., adds nothing to “thy kingdom 
come”’ (cf Ls); it is an interpretation, which is by no means indispensa- 
ble (against Z). (3) td x«0’ dugpay is “Lukan” (for the whole phrase 
cf 19: 47, Acts 17: 11), and could not easily be expressed in Aramaic. 
And Lk’s present imperative 8(80u (contrast Mt’s aorist) depends on 
this phrase. Mt is consequently original (W, Hk, JW), but the change 
may have been partly accomplished before Lk’s time (cf above); it 
may be due to misunderstanding éxtodctoc, or to more settled condi- 
tions of life in the church. (4) “Sin” is the form taken by “debt” on 
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Gentile soil, and the originality of the latter word is shown by the 
following “debtor” (so usually). W1 notes that Lk’s xat y&e gives a 
looser and more Semitic construction than Mt’s &< 8é; Lk would 
scarcely have changed his favorite &¢ into x«f. adolf is a refinement. 
W thinks that the present dployev is meant to heighten (“we con- 
stantly forgive’’), and Lk’s form of the next three words shows studied 
Greek. But the final clause of Mt v. 13 contains a theological reference 
of evil to Satan, which is certainly a gloss (JW, Ls). 


5-8. The importunate friend. 

Lk implies strict continuity, but there is really a change from 
forms of prayer to perseverance in prayer; Z traces too close a 
connection. The little parable is told with genuine humor, and 
its moral is immediately obvious. JW contrasts the eagerness 
commended here with the quiet confidence enjoined in Mt 6: 7 f 
but observes, most justly, that Christ’s words in both cases are 
simply contrasted sides of the same injunction to naturalness. 

5. vv. 5-7 form only a single sentence of very loose, Semitic 
construction. Note the use of «a/, the unfinished question, and 
the change from the indicative into the subjunctive. But the 
sense is perfectly clear. kvypdvas here only. 

6. The appearance of the guest was unexpected. 

7. Oriental locks are difficult to manipulate. “With me” 
need not mean more than “the same as I!” (W, Jl). That the 
children would be awakened by his shouting is irrelevant to the 
excuse-seeker; “‘I cannot” is of course “I do not wish.” 

8. édy kai 7) 6@! would have been better Greek; Lk writes 
as if he were relating an actual fact. éyepOels gives variety. 
avaidia, “importunity” (here only) is not commended as a 
virtue; the sense is, “if importunity will move men, how much 
more will patience move God?” (Jl). 


(s-8) Peculiar to Lk. 

The loose, Semitic style is sufficient proof that Lk found this para- 
ble in an earlier Greek source, and its only ‘“‘Lukan” terms are rapa- 
ytvecOat in v. 6 and d&vact&s in vv. 7, 8. This source is doubtless Q, 
for the connection with vv. 9-13 is excellent, and tts é& buav is a Q 


y. 5. Sd gives four variants for wecoyuxttou. 
y. 7. 1 But not in the position after xortny in 8 sa b q 1; cf “upon my bed” in bo. 
v. 8. 1D omits et xat; 700 has Stdwoty. 
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phrase (v. 11, 12:25). And Mt’s transfer of vv. 9-13 to the Sermon 
on the Mount would have prevented his using this parable. Cf W, Ls. 
W thinks that this section followed the Lord’s Prayer in Q, and this 
is very probable. 

WI argues that this parable is a late variant of 18: #8, and deduces 
its later origin from the fact that it does not teach prayer for revenge (! ). 


9-13. On answer to prayer. 

This section applies the preceding parable directly. 

9. “Ask” and “knock” look back to v. 5; Jl, K object that 
this leaves “‘seek”’ without application, but they overstress the 
literary connection. éy does not appear to be particularly 
emphatic (against W). 

10. “Every prayer has its fulfilment,” but Christ does not 
discuss the question of “equivalence” in God’s answers; Jl 
notes that “this is not a Confirmation Instruction.” JW takes 
this verse as parabolic, “this is true, even in ordinary life.” 
But is it? 

11. The sentence construction is bad,! and there is an anaco- 
louthon after ¢y@vv.2 Fish and bread formed the usual food of 
Galilean peasants, so the illustration is taken from the common- 
est daily life. Many of the fish were so small that several were 
needed for even a child’s meal (cf Jn 6:9) and a form not un- 
like a serpent is quite usual. The father is supposed to have food 
to give his child; what he would do in the contrary case is irrel- 
evant (against W). 

12. A scorpion with its head and legs drawn in is roughly 
egg-shaped. 


vy. 11. 1The obscurity and the influence of Mt have led to great confusion. The 
nominative ttc at the beginning, as in Mt, although adopted by Sd is certainly a 
correction (trva in BWCYAO@A al pl it). So read teva Se e& uswy toy ratepa 
aityset o utoc, with WH non mg, Ti (the inversion of attyoet and toy matepax in 
WHm, Ws is insufficiently supported by B). W sa bo D 700 minn read o utos 
before actyset; 544 has it after aetoy; NL 157 minn c vg omit it altogether. b sysc 
omit toy matepa. (The versions generally make hard work of this passage,—not 
unnaturally.) Or aetoy, if aetov wn AcOoyv extdwoet autw 7 is read. The clause 
is omitted by B sa minn ff. il sys (WHm, Ws), and its addition seems much the 
“easier” reading. The addition of xat before tyOuv (Ti, WHm in brackets, with 
CWA al pl Ko) was possible only when the “bread” clause was read. Ws, how- 
ever, reads xat after 1yOuv in place of wy (so B). 

v.12. Ti, Sd (in brackets) print wy before extdwoet; only BL sa 892 omit, but its 
insertion was very easy. 544 157 omit this whole verse. 
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18. “Evil” is used only in contrast with the goodness of God, 
and reflections as to man’s depravity are misplaced. 0! && 
ovpavod? is an unusually harsh “pregnant” construction. “Holy 
Spirit” is the source of every heavenly gift and contains the 
totality of them all (1 Cor 12: ro, etc). 


(9-13) Cf Mt 7: 7-11. 

(9) Lk would hardly have introduced A¢yw duty after the same 
words in v. 8. (11) Lk has improved the anacolouthon in Mt (so usu- 
ally), but he has not extended his revision far enough. He has dropped 
Q’s needless aitod. If “a loaf . . . stone” is not read in Lk, an en- 
largement of Q by Mt is not likely (against Jl); Lk may have thought 
that the proper antithesis to “useful” was “harmful,” not “useless” 
(W, Ls). He has added “‘for a fish” and has improved the order. (x2) 
This was probably added to compensate for the omission of the ‘‘bread 
and stone” saying. Its source is unknown; W thinks of oral tradition 
or the influence of 10: 19 (rather remote), Hk of some Greek proverb. 
(13) dxéexev is “Lukan.” After “Father” Mt has “your”; Jl, Ls 
explain that Lk has omitted the pronoun “to make God’s Fatherhood 
universal”; this is possible but cf on v. 2. ‘‘Holy Spirit” for “good 
things” is of course Christian and secondary, and its introduction is 
responsible for “from heaven.” Hk objects that év tots odpavots is 
“Matthezan,”’ but the phrase is found also in Mk 11: 25, where it seems 
to be due to Q. 


14-26. The Beelzebul charge. 

This section opens a new theme, Christ’s controversies with 
the Jews, which continues through 12: 12. 

14. The demon is supposed to confer its own characteristics 
on its victim. 

15. The “some” are not specified and are certainly not iden- 
tified with the Pharisees'; indeed, v. 29 may indicate that Lk 
thought of them as voicing the general feeling of the multitude 
at this period. By vv. 19 f €&v seems to be simply instrumental 
(Z); contrast Mk 3: 22. 


v. 13. 1 WH bracket and Sd omits the article before e€ (om x 33 L 700 157 minn 
X), but the omission is doubtless a correction. * bo sys have “in heaven”; sa reads 
“will give holy spirit out of the heaven.” 

vy. 14. Between datuovrov and xwpnyy Ti, Ws insert xat auto ny, against Bx 33 L 
bo x 157 A* minn; the addition was “easier.” sysc have ‘“‘a demon from a dumb 
man.” D cf paraphrase. 

v. 15. 1 Supplied in latt sysc. 
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The name of the demon is derived from 2 K 1: 2 ff, where it 
occurs in the form 2433 Syaz (“Ba’al z’bhub’’), “lord of flies” 
(LXX pviav). In all probability 2’bhub is a contemptuous per- 
version of z2’bhul (93n), “lofty house,” “temple,” but the New 
Testament form is not a return to this original name; no Jew 
would have thought of correcting the perversion, and the re- 
appearance of the final “1” is sheer accident, due to a further 
distortion. That is, -GeBovA represents the Aramaic Saat 
“zibbul” (Hebrew 53), “dung.” BeeX is from the Aramaic 
form of Baal, “be el” (Oy3): the disappearance of A in various 
MSS (Bk* al “Beezeboul’’) is caused by Greek euphony. 

16. This verse is almost parenthetic; it completes the de- 
scription of the attitude of the multitude in v. 14, but it is not 
referred to explicitly until v. 29. Still, Lk may have thought 
that vv. 20 f supplied a partial answer to its demand (Jl). The 
character of the “sign” that would have satisfied the people is 
not explained, but Christ’s healings were not a “sign” in this 
sense; they might have been worked by magic. The “sign” 
would attest Christ’s authority to announce the Kingdom and 
the justice of His definitions of righteousness; a specific claim 
to Messiahship is hardly in point. Cf on 4: 9-12. 

17. “Thoughts” (Svavénua here only) connects with v. 15, 
for the demand in v. 16 left no doubt as to its motive (v. 29). 
Lk presupposes that the reproach of v. 15 was not uttered in 
Christ’s hearing. 

The last clause does not appear to mean “a house divided 
against itself falleth,” for “house,” not “itself,” is used and the 
participle is not repeated. Hence, “when a kingdom is divided 
against itself,! it is brought to desolation, house falling upon 
house.” I.e., “in the ruin one family drags down another” 
(W, WI). 

18. The conjunction is probably not to be stressed (‘‘even?”). 
The change from “ Beelzebul” to “Satan” adds earnestness; the 


2 So in c re vg sy. 
v. 17. 'WH non mg, Ws have the order ep exutny dtauneo., with BWCUA al pl 
Ko. 
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former contemptuous title was not suited to an intense moral 
appeal. 

19. Probably: “‘Why do you accuse me of Satanic powers, 
when you make no such charge against other exorcists? They 
know that exorcism by Beelzebul is impossible, and their prac- 
tice convicts you of slander” (Jl, Wl, JW, McN, cf W). This is 
much preferable to: ‘“‘They can testify that you never accused 
them of exorcism by Beelzebul” (Hz, Z); of this the Jews them- 
selves would have been the best witnesses. W detects a refer- 
ence to Christ’s exceptional success, but this is reserved for the 
next verse. “Your sons” = “men like you” (WI, cf 5: 34). 

20. Both Christ and the other exorcists worked with God’s 
help, but Christ’s success was so overwhelming that any one 
could see that He worked “by the finger of God.” This last 
phrase is from Ex 8: 19; Z notes that it contrasts Moses’ power 
with the magicians’. Cf on 10:17. 

21-22. Christ’s power showed that He had won a crushing 
victory over Satan; Lk probably thought of the Temptation 
(W, Hz, Z, McN). As Christ had deprived him of his power, 
He could do what He pleased with his “possessions” (= sub- 
ordinate demons). But the parable is not to be allegorized to 
the point of connecting Tavo7A/a with mavra Saiucua (against 
Jl, Ls; Ls further exaggerates the allegory). xa0omA(few and 
okvdoyr here only. 

23. A merely critical, non-committal attitude towards Christ 
is impossible. “Gather” means doubtless “as a shepherd 
gathers his sheep” (Hk), a common figure in the prophets, but 


v. 19. The order is dubious. WH (non mg), Ws have autot unwy xertat ecovtae 
(B 579 D 700 660 Caz). Ti has xpttar ecovtat uswy (x it; but this agrees with Mt). 
WHnm, Sd have xertat unwy ecovtat (WCYLO x Ferr AKI I al pl). AAT‘al pl Ko 
have xottat upwv autot ecovtat. And there are other variants. The question is 
indeterminate and unessential. sysc read “‘If I cast out unclean spirits from your 
children.” 

v. 20. eyw before exBaddw is very suspicious, despite Bxe C 33 L579 Ferr 157 R 
minn latt and (after Se) sa bo D minn c; it conforms to Mt and emphasizes Christ’s 
distinctiveness. But WH (in brackets), Ws adopt it. 

v. 23. At the end Sd prints we in brackets, with x*¥ 33 L bo © minn. sys has 
“‘scattereth a scattering for me,” where the “for me” in Syriac really adds nothing 
to the sense; it is possible that this Syriac idiom is responsible for the addition in 
Greek, which is so hard as to be meaningless. 
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not even Lk would have thought naturally of “gathering into 
the church” (against WI, cf Z). 

24-26. The warning is continued without a break, so that the 
words must still be applied to the multitudes. After an earlier 
period of enthusiasm for Christ, their attitude has changed; He 
warns them that this can indicate a disastrous spiritual condi- 
tion. 

A relapse of a former demoniac (doubtless a familiar spectacle) 
shows how Satanic powers operate. (The first onset of insanity 
after a lucid interval is often unusually severe.) The story is 
told in popular phraseology. “Waterless places” were neces- 
sarily deserted, and so fit dwellings for demons. But demons 
preferred to inhabit men, particularly men in good condition; 
such was the malign demoniac character. The narrative simply 
relates facts as facts; Christ does not advert to the means that 
would have prevented the demon’s return. 


(14-15) Cf Mt 9: 32-34; 12: 22-24. 

The Matthzan passages agree closely with each other, as well as 
with Lk, and a single source for all three seems indubitable. Mt ap- 
pears deliberately to have used the Q section twice; once to make up 
“‘ten”’ different miracles in his chs 8-9 (and to prepare for 11: 5), and 
once in the correct context in ch 12. 

(14) Both of Mt’s versions open with characteristic “Matthean” 
terminology; Lk’s extremely simple (Semitic) wording is certainly to 
be preferred. Cf Jl; W questions Lk’s second clause unnecessarily. 
But éxBAndévtos in Mt 9: 33 may be more original than Lk’s é&AO6y- 
tos (W). The words of the people in both of Mt’s versions are obvi- 
ously editorial. (15) Mt (both versions) has introduced “Pharisees” as 
Christ’s opponents; cf on 3: 7 (W, Wk, Ls). Lk’s 26 adtéy gives a bet- 
ter connection; to find an anti-Jewish polemic in this phrase is artificial 
(against Jl, Ls). Otherwise Lk agrees with one or the other of Mt’s 
versions, showing that he has Q. 

The non-appearance of this section in Mk is of no importance (against 
WI); it is presupposed by Mk 3: 22 ff. 

(16) Peculiar to Lk, and apparently from his hand. It gives vv. 17— 
26 and 29-36 a common introduction; the passages evidently stood 


v. 24. Before Aeyet WH (in brackets), Sd insert tote, with BxeC 33 L sa bo @ 157 
minn b 1. For dt avudewy D has the curious variant 51¢ twv udpwy, perhaps due to 
a different demonology. 

v. 25. oxoAatoyta after evetoxer (WH in brackets) is a conformation to Mt 
(om x*WAD@ al pl latt vg sy). 
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together in Q, as is seen from Mt (W, Hz). Lk’s wording recalls Mk 8: 
rx (Ls). &tepog is “Lukan.” 

(17-23) Cf Mt 12: 25-30. 

Lk here follows Q. Mk has a parallel (3: 22-27) that has not influ- 
enced Lk at all, while Mt (12: 25-30) has combined Mk and Q. Cf 
on 10: I-16. 

(17) Mt has simply repeated évOuytoetg from his own verse 9: 4 
(against W, Hk). Lk may be responsible for the compound 8:apeot- 
Cecfat (here and in the next verse). Mt’s final clause is from Mk, 
apart from xéAtc, which Mt has added to make a triad. Hence Lk has 
Q; he would scarcely have abbreviated the longer form if he had read 
it. But in this case Mk seems more original than Q, for his wording 
is much clearer and preserves the parallelism better (Jl, Ls); Q per- 
haps represents an over-literal translation from the Aramaic. (18) Mt 
has expanded from Mk, and consequently has added ody. Lk’s second 
clause is too difficult to be editorial. A reminiscence of this clause 
seems to be preserved in Mk v. 30, and not vice versa (as in Hz, Ls). 

(20) éydé in Lk is textually dubious; he probably thought its repeti- 
tion unnecessary. That Lk would replace “Spirit” by the anthropo- 
morphic “finger” is inconceivable (W, WI, McN); WI notes the entire 
Hebraic correctness of the use of “‘finger.”” In Mt the two verses 27-28 
(= Lk 10-20) rather interrupt the argument (so usually), but this is 
due to Mt’s mixture of Mk with Q. Consequently there is no reason 
to query the connection in Q here. Jl, Wl, Ls, McN think that vv. 19 
and 20 were orginally independent, as they contain an apparent equa- 
tion of Christ’s cures with those of the other exorcists. But there was 
no danger of this equation being taken too seriously (Hz), and the very 
fact that it exists at all is proof that the combination was not made in 
apostolic times. The Kingdom is not said to be present in any sense 
that discredits the passage (against WI). 

(21-22) Mt here has followed Mk exclusively. And Mk’s version 
is exceedingly ‘‘ Markan”; note the double negative, the awkward repe- 
tition of tcyvedc, the marring of the parallelism with sxedn . . . 
otxfay, and the argumentative negation that is conformed to the 
context. In comparison Lk’s narrative (which shows little trace of 
Mk) is simple and straightforward, and is certainly to be preferred 
(W, Jl, JW, Ls). The only “Lukan” terms are guddocety and bxépyety, 
The wording may have been influenced by the Greek of Isa 49: 25; 
53:12, Ps Sol 5:4, but this could have influenced Q quite as easily as 
Lk (against Hz), or might perfectly well be Christ’s own usage. Jl, Ls 
detect allegorical details, but these are of dubious existence. 

(23) The position of this verse in Q is guaranteed by Mt, but the 
connection is scarcely smooth. The point here is the impossibility of 
neutrality, but Christ’s adversaries were quite satisfied to be thought 
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hostile (Jl, Wl, Ls, McN). But the original position and context are 
unknown. WI has revived the old controversy as to the relation of this 
verse to Mk 9: 40, with results that are not particularly happy (cf Hk, 
“die Vergleichung lasst man besser ganz’’). 

(24-26) Mt’s parallels (vv. 43-45) to these verses stand considerably 
later in his chapter, so that either Mt or Lk has changed the order of 
Q. In this case Lk appears to be secondary, for Mt’s next Q verses 
(vv. 33 ff) contain material that Lk has given already (6: 43-45); Mt 
vv. 31-32 are from Mk. Lk, then, has omitted this repeated Q material 
(‘‘the tree and its fruit”), and for compensation has inserted vv. 24- 
26. This insertion would have been very easy, as the preceding refer- 
ences to demons suggested it. But in Q, as in Mt, this passage stood at 
the end of this controversy section, as a general summary. 

(24) dxootégety is “Lukan,” and Lk has retouched the style slightly. 
Here the “Lukan” é&¢pyec8at axé and Siépyecbar are from Q. (25) 
oxordtery (“be at leisure”) is dubious Greek when applied to a house; 
Lk has omitted it (Jl, Hk). (26) Mt’s wef’? éxuvtod was more easily 
omitted than added (Hk), and Lk has improved the order. Mt’s final 
summary would have been out of place in Lk’s position of the section. 
®tepoc is “ Lukan.” 

vv. 24-26 are complete in themselves and may originally have been 
used in a warning of almost any sort; Jl, JW, Ls think that they were 
addressed to definite individuals, rather than to the nation as a whole. 
The authenticity of the passage is hardly open to question (cf especially 
Hk). There is a slightly sarcastic tone in the treatment of exorcisms 
(JW, Hk), but neither Christ nor any Christian of the apostolic age 
would ever have thought of asserting that no exorcism could be per- 
manent (against WI). 


27-28. The condition of blessedness. 

Nothing in the preceding section explains this ejaculation. 

27. The woman’s words are half sensuous, half spiritual; Z 
very justly notes that they contain the wish, “If I only had 
such a son!” 

28. pevodv, “truly,” not “rather.” The correction is very 
gentle. Cf 8: 19-21. 


(27-28) The position of this little section is best explained as a rem- 
iniscence of Mk 3 : 31-35, which is similarly placed after the Beelzebul 
section. The style of v. 28 is influenced by 8:21, and éxaloew gwvhy 
is doubtless from Lk (Acts 2:14; 14:11; 22:22), but éyéveto év c@ 
is an L construction (W, cf Ls, “the style of the infancy sections”). 


v. 27. Sd has the order yuvy pwyny against BNL lat (exc af c). There are several 
other variants. 
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The insertion of the verses here would have been all the easier, if 
this was the next uncopied passage in L. It would have been admirably 
in place after 10: 38-42, and W notes that it would form an effective 
contrast to 11:37 ff. There is no material for further critical discus- 
sion, although Hz, WI, Ls, K consider this section a variant of Mk 
3: 31-35. 


29-36. The demand for a sign. 

This section really continues the controversy of vv. 14-26, 
and Lk has prepared for it with v. 16. 

29. The opening phrase resumes the theme, after the inter- 
ruption of vv. 27f. And the presence of great multitudes was 
needed, if they were to be addressed with “generation.” é7ra- 
Opotfewv here only. 

30. To Lk’s mind “the sign of Jonah” was probably Christ’s 
Resurrection; as Jonah came through apparent death to the 
Ninevites, so Christ would come to the Jews (W, Z, cf WI, Ls). 
Or it is possible that Lk thought of the “sign” as still future, 
“as Jonah came from afar to proclaim judgment, so Christ 
will come from heaven to proclaim judgment” (McN, cf JW). 
Lk would have considered Christ’s preaching an altogether in- 
adequate “sign,” and his use of “shall be” is decisive against 
this interpretation (against Hz). But cf critical notes. 

31-32. “Rise up” and “stand up” do not describe the resur- 
rection, although they presuppose it (W); “they shall accuse,” 
or “convict.” dvdpwy, “males,” is used deliberately, for the 
men are put to shame by a woman. “Greater than” (7)elov) 
in these two verses is neuter, not masculine, and must be trans- 
lated by “something greater than,” not “‘a person greater than.” 
The impending crisis was of far greater consequence than was 
Solomon (or Jonah). 

33-34. Cf on 8:16. In the present context the sense is:—“ No 


y. 30. BA minn have the article before Iwya¢ (so WH in brackets, Ws). 

v. 31. It is possible that twy avdewy is a gloss; Cy minn sysc omit, while x* 157 
substitute twv avOewrwy. 

v. 32. D omits the entire verse, probably by homceoteleuton as both it and 
v. 31 end with we. 

vy. 33. The words ovSe . . . wodtov are omitted in L sa 700 1 69 minn al TH 
sys; they are quite possibly a conformation to Mt. gwg in place of geyyoc¢ (so WH) 
has good support (BNCD@ minn), but is none the less probably a conformation to 
8:16. 
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sign is needed. God would not have sent me without sufficient 
accrediting testimony; the trouble is in your own lack of vision.” 
KpuTr77! (a rare word) is “closet,” “vault”; Z suggests “grave,” 
and detects a reference to Christ’s death, but this is much too 
artificial. “Single” and “evil” are not quite antinomies, and 
the latter (at any rate) is not a term that describes the body; 
the moral application has been worked into the physical de- 
scription (Jl, Ls). 

35. “Light” is used almost in the sense of “eye” (Z, cf Jl, 
JW), but of course allegorically for “power of spiritual percep- 
tion” (W). 

36. The difficulty of this verse is notorious. In the first half 
the order is 6Aov dwreivdv, in the second these two words are 
interchanged. This perhaps may give the force, “All life must 
be illumined, if light is true light” (W, P, cf Hz), but this is 
unsatisfactory. Jl, JW suggest tentatively that Lk thought of 
Christ as “the Lamp,” giving “the earnest believer shall receive 
as much light as if Christ were present.”’ Z gives an interpreta- 
tion (Hofmann’s) that is too intricate to be possible. Jl, WI, 
K (cf Hz) regard the text as corrupt, and even Lg suggests 
emendation. 

Jl (cf JW, Ls) thinks sys has preserved the correct reading. 
It presupposes Kal ody TO cHud cov, AWyvov hwtewov pH exov, 
oKoTewov oT: ws, bTav Oo AvyVOS aoTpdTn, pwtivfer ce. 
This reading is found also in q f, in the form, “si ergo corpus 
tuum, lucernam non habens lucidam, obscurum est; quanto 
magis, cum lucerna luceat, inluminat te” (f places this [with 
slight variations] after the usual form of v. 36). This text is 
certainly less tautological than the usual reading and is com- 
prehensible as the source of the latter. It would give as the 
original meaning of vv. 34-36:—‘“The light of thy body is 
thine eye. Therefore thy body is darkness, if it has no light 
that lightens, (but) when thy light is bright it lightens thee.” 


1 xouttoy in © minn. 

Vv. 35-36. WH mark these verses as suspected of primitive error. 

v. 36. Ti, WHm prefer the order tt wepoc, against BW 33 579 1 Ferr al pl. WHm 
bracket tt (om CYLOL minn). Before ty WHm, Ws insert ey, with B sa bo. 
None of these variants bear on the discussion in the exegetical notes. 


—— 
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Ji thinks, moreover, that this portion of Lk was mutilated; 
D afab ffy ir omit vv. 35-36, and syc omits v. 36. From this 
mutilation, together with attempts at restoration with the aid 
of Mt (the above witnesses have Mt 6: 230 here), the textual 
phenomena can be explained. 

This hypothesis is, of course, highly conjectural. The most 
that can be said for it is that it is plausible and gives a not im- 
possible result. 


(29-32) Cf Mt 12: 38-42. 

(29a) Cf exegetical note, and on v. 16. (29) Q may have begun 
simply with “and he said to them” or even with no introductory 
formula. ‘Adulterous” would have conveyed a wrong sense to Lk’s 
hearers, and Lk has compensated for its omission with his impressive 
first clause. Mt’s ‘the prophet” is liturgical (Hk). (30) Lk is fond of 
xaQdc. W, WI, Ls, Z think that Lk has omitted the phrases containing 
the “whale” and “three days and three nights,’”’ Hz, JW, Hk think 
that Mt has added them. But the latter hypothesis is most improbable, 
for Mt always writes “‘on the third day” (16: 21; 17: 23; 20:19) and 
there was no necessity of mentioning the duration of the two entomb- 
ments. The occurrence of the words in Q may consequently be assumed. 

But the words in Christ’s mouth are obviously impossible (granted 
even by Z); He certainly did not predict His Passion and Resurrection 
to the people at large, and even His predictions to the disciples were 
cast in the most general terms (cf on 9: 430-45, etc). And Jonah’s 
entombment in the whale was not “‘a sign to the Ninevites,” who did 
not see it nor hear of it. This might have been overlooked (as by Q), 
when attempting to interpret the mysterious phrase, “‘sign of Jonah,” 
but it would not have been overlooked when the phrase was formed. 
For further details the special treatises on Christ’s Resurrection must 
be consulted. 

The ‘‘sign of Jonah” may originally have referred to the preaching. 
Preaching is, to be sure, not a “sign,” but this may be the precise point 
of the saying, ‘‘I give you as much of a sign as Jonah gave the Nine- 
vites” (cf especially Hk). This agrees excellently with vv. 31 f, and 
corresponds also to Mk 8: 12, where a sign is denied. ‘Shall be” need 
not be an obstacle to this interpretation, for it can be rendered “will be 
seen as” (Hz, cf Ls), or it may represent a misunderstood Aramaic 
imperfect (cf on 1:31). 

On the other hand, the alternative of JW, Ls is very attractive, “The 
only ‘sign’ to be given you is that with which Jonah threatened the 
Ninevites,—God’s impending judgment.” This interpretation is a lit- 
tle simpler, keeps the force of ‘“‘shall be” and gives “Son of Man” a 
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better sense. The saying so understood could have been pronounced 
in public, for it would have conveyed only an appeal to the (future) 
Messiah. Cf Mt 24: 30. 

Lk’s return to the older form of the verse is perhaps due only to lit- 
erary correction, perhaps also to independent tradition. 

(31-32) Mt has reversed the verses here, so bringing the two men- 
tions of the Ninevites together. W, Hz, P, Hk, however, think that Lk 
has changed the order, as the Queen of Sheba lived before Jonah. But 
this is not so likely. téyv &v3pwy in v. 31 has probably been added by 
Lk, but in v. 32 this “Lukan” noun is from Q. If formed after Christ’s 
day these verses would have used the masculine xAefwy. This section 
may originally have been independent of vv. 29-30 (W1), for its reproof 
is quite general. 

(33) Cf on 8:16. This saying may have stood here in Q, for other- 
wise Lk would hardly have repeated it, especially as it is somewhat 
strained, too much so, indeed, to have been used in this sense by 
Christ (against W, Hz). (34-36) The connection is only ad voc. “lamp” 
(Jl, Hz, Wl, Ls). (34) Jl finds the original Q wording in his recon- 
structed text, pointing out its freedom from allegorical details. But 
the style is not like Q’s simplicity; if the text is corrupt, the original 
wording is probably lost. In the usual text Lk’s peculiarities seem all 
editorial; cov and &tav applying the parable more closely (W). (35) 
oxémet . . . uh is excellent Greek (Hk), and is slightly allegorical (W); 
its addition involved omitting Mt’s td cxétog xécov. (36) The text 
is too uncertain to make discussion profitable. 


37-54, Denunciation of the Pharisees. 

The controversy section is continued, but from the people 
Christ now turns to their leaders. 

37. “As he spake!” establishes a temporal connection, al- 
though nothing in the preceding discourse would appear to 
motive this invitation. 

38. From Mk 7: 3-5 it appears that the custom of performing 
ritual ablutions before meals had become general in New Tes- 
tament times; elaborate details in SB. But the same passage 
shows that the practice was not thought to be founded on Old 
Testament authority and so it could be omitted without in- 
curring the charge of infidelity to the Law itself. But a supply 
of water was provided in all houses (Jn 2:6), which visitors 


v. 37. 1D sysc omit. 
v. 38. 700 has eanticato (cf af and note on 3:7). 
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were expected to use. dvérecev in v. 37 may mean “sat down 
without ceremony.” 

39-41. These verses as they stand are hopelessly obscure, de- 
spite Lg. The Pharisee’s concern about cleanness of hands is 
met with a rejoinder about cleanness of vessels (something that 
is not in question), which is contrasted in turn with cleanness 
of heart.! And v. 40 is meaningless.? If “he that made” is God, 
the cleanness of vessels is irrelevant; if man, the cleanness of 
hands is equally irrelevant. And, to crown the confusion, v. 41 
brings in directions about the inside of vessels,’ something that 
contrasts well with v. 39a but which has nothing to do with v. 38 
or v. 396. Cf critical notes. ta évdvta (vy. 41) only here; the 
accusative means “with respect to the contents.” 

42. add, “but instead of obtaining purity” (P). The Phari- 
sees applied the law of tithes (cf especially Lev 27:30) so 
strictly as to include herbs used only for seasoning. 76vocpov 
(Mt 23: 23 only) is “mint,” familiar everywhere. 77yavov (here 
only), “rue” (ruéa graveolens), has a heavy odor that does not 
appeal to Occidentals. Adyavov is a general term for “garden 
herbs,” “vegetables,” but here it probably refers likewise to 
plants used as condiments (cf Mt 23:23). mapépyeoOat here 
only in this sense. “Justice?” must be “righteousness between 
man and man” (Gen 18: 19, etc), for “pass over the justice of 
God” does not make good sense (against McN). @yd7rn here 
only in Lk; the word is still to be reckoned as Jewish, despite 
the papyri. “Love towards God” must be meant. 

42). “While man’s attention should be centered in God’s 
moral demands, yet the positive precepts of the Old Testament 
are not to be disregarded, even when wholly ‘ritual.’” Lk’s 
preservation of this last saying would be so curious that the 
textual omission of it by D is certainly right (WI, Hk, JW, Ls).? 

43. The “chief seat” (note the singular) in the synagogues 


vv. 39-41. 13drops vywy, and 69 introduces tov xotyptouv. 2 The interchange of 
eow0ey and e&wey in CD 700 I’ minn af a c is only superficially an improvement 
(against Wl). * For tx evoyta f has “ex his quae habetis,” apparently presupposing 
tx ovta uuty; cf Ta, Marcion; L b dq have ovta alone. The position of uy.y varies 
considerably. 

v. 42. 10m 579 b. 2 Marcion had xAqoty. * At the beginning of this clause Ti 
omits de (so 8*W al pl Ko latt sys). 
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was the bench nearest the ark and the officiants’ platform; it 
was naturally reserved for dignitaries. The “greetings” were 
titles of reverence claimed from the people; cf Mt 23: 7-9. But 
the claim of Pharisees to such titles is not clear and this verse 
may properly refer to scribes (cf Mk 12: 38 and critical notes). 
A title of righteousness only throws into sharper relief any evil 
in its wearer. 

44, The people, not recognizing the true character of their 
leaders, treated them as models, with disastrous results. Cf 
Num 19:16. @nAos (1 Cor 14: 8), “concealed.” 

45. Lk distinguishes correctly between the scribes and the 
Pharisees (against Ls); cf on 5:30. The former framed the 
precepts that were observed by the latter; hence an attack on 
the Pharisees was an attack on the scribes. 

46. The scribe’s attempt at interference was misjudged. 

The scribal work meant an ever-growing accumulation of pre- 
cepts to be learned and observed by all; an accumulation that 
was not counterbalanced by repeal of past decisions. In later 
Judaism the process grew so far as to defeat its own ends 
through the sheer impossibility of a man’s knowing all the de- 
cisions of the past; as a result, “religion was made easier for the 
masses”’ (McN on Mt 15:6), since no one could be expected 
to keep the whole tradition, but in the New Testament period 
the task seems to have been still within the power of the specially 
devout. 

To translate the second clause by “you make no attempt to 
keep your own precepts” (P) is to make it simply untrue. avto/ 
has no emphasis. poptifew in Mt 11: 28 only. dveBdotaxtos 
(LXX) and mpooryravew only here. 

47-48. “Father,” according to Semitic use may mean either 
“ancestor” or “pattern,” and this saying plays on this double 
meaning with savage irony (so usually). “To say ‘our “fathers” 


v. 44. sys has ‘‘graves which ye see not.” 

v. 46. For ey: C 1 minn have the curious reading ext; X omits. 

v. 47. For ot d¢ Ti reads xat ot, with x*C. sy has “the prophets whom your 
fathers killed.” 

v. 48. For xat ouyevdoxette D af read un cuvevdoxety, an unfortunate attempt 
at improvement. Cf ‘‘non consentientes” in latt. 
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slew them’ is to say ‘our “patterns” slew them.’” Hz, Ls add 
that the building is really a glorification of their fathers’ work; 
W, Z, that the Jews imitated their fathers in an externalism 
that distracted attention from the prophets’ words; WI (on Mt) 
interprets, ““You copy your fathers in rendering honor only to 
dead prophets.”” Note the zeugmatic «afin vy. 48. 

49. The words “TI will send,” etc (through v. 51a?) are most 
easily interpreted as a quotation from some work in which 
“Wisdom” was represented as speaking; cf Prov 1: 21, etc (Hz, 
Hk, Ls, JW). Or, if the quotation be thought to end with this 
verse, the words may be only a general reminiscence of obvious 
Old Testament passages. But W, P, Z take “‘Wisdom of God” 
as simply “God”’; “God, in His wisdom, has formed the decree. 
...” This is just conceivably possible. The chief objection 
to it is that it makes Christ employ the prophetic vocabulary 
(“thus saith the Lord”) which He does nowhere else; apart 
from direct Old Testament quotations, He speaks always on 
His own authority. 

Lk must have taken “apostles” in the Christian sense, and 
probably “prophets” also (cf v. 50); although he may have 
understood the two nouns as representing the two dispensations. 
The use of é« is un-Attic, but not necessarily Hebraistic (cf 
Jn 16:17, 2 Jn 4). 

50-51. Thus far Christ’s generation had contented itself with 
moral hostility, and had committed no flagrant crimes. But 
this external respectability could not endure. The real nature 
of the people was soon to be revealed in acts so bloody that 
they would equal all the sins of the past combined, from the 
first murder related in the Old Testament to the very latest 
(2 Chr 24:21; 2 Chr stood last in the Hebrew order of the 
books). The inclusion of Abel among the “prophets” is pre- 
sumably due to Haggadah, although it may only represent loose 
usage. éx{nTetv here only in this sense, which is LXX (2 Sam 
4:11, etc). The second a7r¢ in v. 50 is ungraceful. 


v. 49. At the end Ti, Sd read the compound exdrwEoucty (WADA al pl Ko); 
WH, Ws have the simple verb (BNCLO al minn X). 
v.50. For exGytnOy Sdm prints exdixn0y (xe WL minn bo 713 syh). 
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52. To summarize all the crimes of the scribes in a single sen- 
tence, They have made knowledge of God impossible! (W thinks 
this verse an anti-climax). “Entered in” (to knowledge) in- 
volves a change of figure; cf critical note. elcepyopevous is 
conative; “those trying to enter in.” 

53-54. This attack on the religious leaders put an end to all 
possibility of compromise. Their first attempt was to discredit 
Him, by confusing Him and leading Him into palpable error. 
For the use of évéyetv! (rare in the active) cf Mk 6:19. devas 
in Mt 8: 6 only, évedpeverv? in Acts 23: 21 only, arootoparifew 
and Onpeve4 only here. Note the appearance of Ypappareis, 
although vopxol has been employed consistently in the above. 


(37-54) Practically all the contents of this section find a parallel 
in Mt ch 23. But the relations are not uniform; at times the agree- 
ment is so close that a Q origin must be postulated, while in other 
cases the divergences are very considerable. 

(37) év t@ with the aorist infinitive belongs to L’s vocabulary, as 
does dvantatety. And with detotav (here only in Lk) cf &otoroy in 
v. 38; 14:12 (both L). This verse evidently formed the preface to the 


v.52. lexeutate for neate in D 157 latt sysc is interesting; @ has both. 

vv. 53-54. In place of the usual text D syc read Aeyovtog de tauta mp0S 
QUTOUS EVWTLOY TAaYTOS TOU AmoU nEEavTO ot OAPLCaLOL xat OL voUtxor (syc has “the 
scribes and the Pharisees”) Setvws exety xat cuvBaAAety autw mept Actovwy 
CEntouvtes apopuny tiva AwBety autOV tva eUpWaty xaTHYOENSat auUTOV. sys reads 
“and as he said these things against them in the sight of all the people, he began to 
be displeasing to the scribes and to the Pharisees; and they were disputing with 
him about many things: and were seeking to lay hold of an accusation against him.” 

Ko agrees approximately with D’s text in reading Aeyoytos de autov tauta meOS 
autous (WYAO x Aal pl X lat sypj), against xexetBev eEeANovtog autou in BRC 
33 L minn sa bo syh. Similarly in inserting (xt) Gntouytes and tye xatnYoeNawaty 
qautou in v. 54, with approximately the same division of the evidence. These last 
two additions in Ko are doubtless ‘‘Syrian conflations,”’ cf WH. 

Other agreements with the D sysc text are evwxtoy mavtog tov Awou in © 213 157 
minn X lat (exc vg); “lawyers” instead of “scribes” (lat, @ has “the scribes and 
the Pharisees and the lawyers”); “‘that they might find to accuse him” (f, cf syp). 
The first of these is obviously impossible and is due to 12: x and Mt 23:1. The 
second is of course a conformation to vv. 45 ff. And the third is a conformation to 
6:7. Consequently there is no reason to see in D’s text anything but an expository 
and harmonizing paraphrase. Cf below. 

louvexety, emexetv, avexety, and eAcyyety are variants, while D’s simple verb 
has the support of Q minn. #lat (exc vg) agree in part with D’s simplification (¢n- 
TOUYTES apoPUNY TtvYa AaBev) of the unusual word. x¥@ 213 X take it as intransi- 
tive and omit the following autoy (so Ti). *amootoutCety in L al. Lk’s sense for 
the word is very rare and D 69 change to cuvBaAAety. ‘lat (exc vg) agree with 
D’s paraphrase. 


ees 
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following L matter. And in L it may well have followed vv. 27-28; cf 
the opening words of v. 27. épwréy is “Lukan.” (38) This verse be- 
longs with v. 37. 

(39-41) Cf Mt 23: 25-26. The only satisfactory explanation of these 
verses is that given by W. He points out that if in v. 39 the words 
“of the cup and of the platter” and “extortion and” and in v. 41 “the 
things that are within” be cancelled (all of this has a close parallel in 
Mt), then the narrative becomes perfectly clear and consistent: “Ye 
Pharisees cleanse your outside but your inward part is full of wicked- 
ness. Ye foolish ones, did not he that made the outside make the in- 
side also? But give alms and, behold, all things are clean unto you.” 
That is, Lk has supplemented an L account (note the 8 xletoc) with a 
phrase or two from Q; his purpose was to supply all the details in both 
and he did not observe the confusing nature of the result. 

Among the other attempts at solution, JW predicates textual corrup- 
tion, and WI, K think that there was a mistake in the Aramaic, “give 
alms” (gakki) being confused with “purify” (dakki). But this does not 
relieve all the difficulty; cf below. 

(39) In the gloss from Q, Lk doubtless changed xapov(¢ into the 
more literary xfva (cf Hk). W1 detects another mistranslation from 
the Aramaic in Mt’s “‘they are full,”’ which he thinks should have been 
‘ye are full.” (40) This verse has no parallel in Mt but it contains 
the real motive for Christ’s saying; Hz takes it as a Lukan addition, 
attacking Jewish food distinctions (!). WI again assumes a mistrans- 
lation (xothoas for xalapfoas). Ls translates td 2Ew0ev as “things 
exterior to man,” “‘the vessels,” but this gives the following genitive a 
hard construction and leaves 6 rothoas without meaning. (41) In the 
gloss tk évévtx is better Greek than Mt’s td évtéc. The only other 
New Testament instance of 8:dévar éAenuootyny is 12:33 (L), else- 
where the verb is always xotetv. The L style is obvious; the emphasis 
on almsgiving may even denote L’s formation of the verse. 

But the saying in vv. 39-40 is perfectly in Christ’s manner. It has 
the same theme as Mt 23: 25 f and Mk 7:15, but these three versions 
do not appear to have any other connection; all seem to go back to dis- 
tinct utterances of Christ. 

WI, JW, Ls argue that Mk 7: 1-23 has led Lk to anticipate the posi- 
tion of this section, which Mt has placed in Jerusalem. But Mt 23 is 
evidently a compilation of various material; it is incredible that Christ’s 
controversies over ritual cleanliness were delayed until after leaving 
Galilee, even though some of the denunciations may belong to a later 
stage of the Ministry. 

(42a) From Q; cf Mt 23:23. Lk has introduced the second person 
to conform to vv. 39-41. Between “rue” and Mt’s “anise” no choice 
is possible but “‘every herb” generalizes (W, Hz, Hk). Lk has felt that 
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duty towards God should be mentioned explicitly (W, Hz, Ls), but his 
inserted &y&mny is a poor object for the following xorjeat (Hz). Other- 
wise Lk’s corrections are simply stylistic; note the balanced rapépyecbat 
. . . magetvar (W, McN). Lk thought “weightier thing of the Law” 
too Jewish. (42) If this saying is not part of Lk’s text, the clause in 
Mt may be an addition of the Evangelist in keeping with his v. 3 (Wl, 
Hk, JW, cf Ls); in any case the words are inconceivable in Christ’s 
mouth. (43) From Q; cf Mt 23:6. Mt has been influenced by Mk 
12:38 f here. Lk is probably wrong in his application of this verse to 
the Pharisees; in Q it no doubt stood (as in Mt) as a denunciation of 
‘scribes and Pharisees.” 

(44) The resemblance to Mt 23:37 is so slight that the sayings 
may even go back to distinct utterances of Christ, although Hz, Wl, 
JW argue for Lk’s originality. Lk doubtless has L (by context). Hk 
calls pynuetoy “Lukan,”’ but Lk uses the noun only six times (and 
once in Acts), against seven occurrences in Mt and the same number 
in Mk. 

(45) Most scholars (even W) treat this as a Lukan transition verse. 
This may be true, although Lk does not generally take technically 
Jewish distinctions quite so much for granted as here. And cf on v. 43. 
But (at least) Lk is responsible for youtxof here and in the following 
verses, although he has forgotten to make the change in v. 53. (46) 
Cf Mt 23:4. This verse is probably from Q, as the divergencies from 
Mt seem to be all stylistic. goptitete anticipates the following goptla, 
SucGdotaxta is “literary,” éyvf is a refinement, xpocatete is clearer 
than Mt’s xtvqoa, while the final goptia avoids Mt’s inelegant adtot 

. adt& (cf Hk throughout). And Lk probably thought “lay on 
men’s shoulders” needless. There is consequently no evidence for L 
(against W). Ls notes that the first denunciation of the scribes in Lk 
is the first denunciation of the series in Mt. 

(47-48) Lk here has a well balanced, almost too compact a saying; 
cf the style of v. 44. To explain this as an abbreviation of Mt 23 : 29-31 
is extremely difficult, while to make Mt’s smooth wording a mere ex- 
pansion of Lk is equally troublesome. The two versions doubtless go 
back to the same saying of Christ, but apparently by quite different 
channels (L and Q). The compressed style of Lk may point to relative 
originality, but W notes that Lk (L) loses the full play on “sons.” 
Neither dxoxtelvety nor cuyeudoxety is particularly Lukan (against 
Hk). The restriction of this woe to the scribes is curious; did they have 
a recognized leadership in erecting memorials to saints? Hz, W1 think 
the people were addressed originally, while W suggests the rulers. Mt 
v. 32 is too difficult to be secondary (W, Hk), but his v. 33 is unques- 
tionably a gloss. 

(49-51) Cf Mt 23: 34-36. Lk’s wording agrees closely with Mt’s, so 
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that Lk has again expanded L from Q. JW, Hk, Ls hold that Mt has 
dropped ‘Wisdom of God” because it referred to a non-canonical 
source, so changing the words into a direct prediction by Christ; his 
i306 then covers the disappearance of the citation formula. This is 
much easier than the reverse supposition; W thinks that “wise men 
and scribes” was misunderstood, WI claims that only Christ could be 
said to send prophets. ‘Apostles,’ however, is doubtless a Lukan 
gloss (so usually). The latter part of the saying has been expanded 
conventionally by Mt (so usually); WI is perverse in arguing that Mt’s 
form proves a late date for Q as a whole. W suspects L influence in this 
verse, but there is no real evidence. (so) A choice between Mt and 
Lk is very difficult. Lk, however, is hardly likely to have introduced 
éxCytety in its unusual sense (W, against Hk). But Mt’s “‘all the 
righteous blood” is Hebraistic (McN). Lk’s ‘‘prophets” before “‘ Abel”’ 
may be queried. Of the two phrases beginning with éx6, W thinks 
that Lk added the first, Hk that he has added the second. (51) Mt has 
given the sentence balance by “‘the righteous” and “‘son of Barachiah.” 
This last phrase is an unfortunate reminiscence of Zec 1:1, which has 
made confusion possible with the Zachariah of BJ IV, v, 4 (334-344); 
no Christian writer would have considered the latter a prophet and a 
martyr. There is no evidence for a Lukan dislike of govebewy (against 
Hk), but W seems to be right in holding that Mt’s second person is 
due to a later heightening of the controversy. In the final clause Lk 
has avoided d&uxny; cf otherwise on v. 50. 

Discussion of this passage is not very profitable, for nothing is known 
of the source from which the “‘Wisdom of God” speaks. Its tone is 
simply that of the ordinary apocalyptic pessimism, which regards the 
last generation as the worst of all. The possible use of such a passage 
by Christ certainly cannot be denied. 

(52) From Q; cf Mt 23:13. Lk is right in making the scribes the 
sole object of attack (against Hk). But in Lk “entered in” has lost its 
force; Q evidently read as in Mt and Lk has abbreviated it (perhaps 
with a slight Hellenizing tendency; cf JW). Lk is also responsible for 
adtot (emphatic), and he is fond of xwAtev (Hk). The quasi-present 
sense of “Kingdom” in this verse needed no explanation, and WI is 
arbitrary in insisting that it must mean “church.” 

It appears, then, that vv. 37-41, 44, 47-48, with perhaps v. 45, are 
to be assigned to L. And these passages must have stood together in 
L, for Lk does not form collections of this sort. But Lk has supple- 
mented L freely from Q, which he appears to have copied entirely, 
except for Mt 23: 15-21 (a technically Jewish passage). As Christ’s 
anti-Pharisaic utterances were of particular importance to the earliest 
church, this double collection of the sayings was perfectly natural. 

The problem of authenticity scarcely arises in this section. 
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(s3-54) The curious vocabulary of these verses indicates an L 
origin, as does the %efavto. L doubtless meant the woes to mark 
Christ’s definite breach with the religious leaders. 


CHAPTER XII 


1-12. Against fear of adversaries. 

1. There is no break after ch 11; instead of silencing Christ 
the Pharisees only led Him to denounce them in the most public 
manner possible. The article before “myriads” looks back to 
11:29. “First?” is in contrast to vv. 13 ff; P takes it as “pri- 
marily,” but the following speech* is not addressed to the 
crowds. Z treats the adverb as part of Christ’s words, “before 
all take heed,”’ but this is artificial. “Leaven” is the usual sym- 
bol for secret evil influence. By 11: 37-54, “hypocrisy” should 
mean “attacks under cover of a friendly demeanor,” but the 
noun is quite general, and in what follows it has the force “con- 
cealment of belief through fear.” 

2-3. Dissimulation is always discovered; hence cowardly 
methods are no safeguard. The futures may be eschatological 
(cf vv. 8 ff). ocuveadvrrew here only. av@ dv! is “therefore,” 
as in Judith 9: 3 (so usually), not “because” as in 1: 20 (against 
Hz). Jl notes that in the LXX of Jgs 2:20 the whole phrase 
av dv doa means “because,” but the resemblance is only acci- 
dental, for 6ca@ in the present instance belongs to the following 
clause. 

4-5. From the earthly standpoint cowardly dissimulation is 
useless, from God’s standpoint it is mortal sin. It is especially 
unbefitting those in Christ’s service, who are honored with His 
affection; fear of men must be driven out by fear of God. 


v. 1.1 D continues its paraphrase, toAAwy Se oyAwy cuvmeptexovtwy XVXA (so lat 
and [without xuxAw] sysc) wote aAAnAous ouvayryety (cf lat for the order). ?Om 
vg sy. * The order that places twy paptoatwy after Gung (Ti, against BL af) is much 
“easier” and is conformed to the parallels. 

v. 3. After Swuatwy syj adds ‘“‘and in the market places.” 1c omits. sys accen- 
tuates with “that which ye have whispered in the ear.” 

v. 4. Sd prefers the order tt meptacotepov on inadequate evidence (YW 33 LO 
Ferr minn X syp). WH have anoxtetvoytwy (B minn). 

v. 5. The omission of the second go8yOyte in 8D 69 157* a syp is a slip. 
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poBeicOar amd (Mt’s parallel only) is a Hebraism (ji 81). 
€uBddrew here only. 

6-7. Responsibility for the result of bravery can safely be 
left to the Father. He cares for even the most insignificant life, 
and so cares infinitely more for the safety of those serving Him. 

8-9. Whatever one may lose in men’s opinions now by ac- 
knowledging Christ,—or whatever one may gain by denying 
Him,—will be more than made up at the advent of the King- 
dom. Then the Son of Man shall determine the fate of all in 
the presence of the angels; then each human being shall learn 
what true honor or scorn can mean. It is to be noted that here 
Christ does not explicitly identify Himself with this Son of 
Man. opodoyeiv év! is an undoubted Hebraism (*3 774). 

10. W, Hz, JW?, Z, K read this verse as an encouragement 
to the disciples, “Their sin against you (= the Spirit in you) 
will be greater than it is now against me; therefore they shall 
be still more powerless.”” WI, JW?, Ls, Lg interpret, “If men 
oppose you, you need not despair of them; if you fall away, you 
have no excuse.” The latter interpretation is simpler, but 
neither is smooth. P makes no attempt to establish a connec- 
tion. Here “the Son of Man” is unequivocally “I.” 

11-12. The strongest temptation to denial (not to “blas- 
phemy,” as in P) will occur when the persecution is legal and 
formal. At such a time, the danger is to be banished completely 
from consideration and the soul is to rely entirely on God. 
“The real preparation is to have the heart full” (McN). 


(1-12) (z) At this point Lk returns to Q alone, in which there evi- 
dently stood a discourse to the disciples (vv. 2-12), followed by a dis- 
course to the people (vv. 13-21); Lk has attempted to provide both 
with a common introduction (cf 11: 15-16), whence the “‘first.”” The 
mention of the Pharisees accomplishes a transition from the last sec- 
tion, but “hypocrisy” receives a double sense. A heightening of the 


vy. 8. For the aorist subjunctive owoAoynon B*A Ferr AD al have the future in- 
dicative (so WH); it is distinctly “harder.” On the other hand a few minn read 
the optative. 1157 H omit the second ey, and a few minn the first. 

y. 11. After wo WH bracket y tt (om D 157 lat (exc vg) sycp); it may have been 
added to conform to Mt, but an omission to simplify seems much easier. sys omits 


TWS 1. 
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mention of the crowds in rr: 29 gives the discourse an impressive set- 
ting. For év ols cf Acts 24: 18; 26:12. It is consequently needless to 
seek for an earlier source for this sentence (against W, Ls). 

The second half of the verse is doubtless a reminiscence of Mk 8: 15 
(so usually); cf also Mt 16:6. Lk and Mt have a “contact” in their 
use of noocéyetv, but it is accidental (W); Mk’s BAéxete &xx6 is bad 
Greek, while xpocéyetv is common enough in both Lk and Mt (for 
mooagyety autots cf Lk 17:3; 21:34; Acts 5:35; 20:28). Both Lk 
and Mk make this the first saying addressed to the disciples after the 
Pharisees’ demand for a sign, and a reminiscence of Mk by Lk is quite 
possible. The interpretation of “leaven” as “hypocrisy” is due to 
Lk and is doubtless too narrow; cf the interpretation of it as “‘teach- 
ing” in Mt 16: 12. 

(2-9) Cf Mt ro: 26-33. (2) Cf on 8:17; the doubling shows the use 
of a different source. Lk and Mt differ widely in their application of 
this saying, so widely that in Q it probably had no application but 
opened a new section (W). Cf on vv. 11-12 below. So Mt’s y&é& and 
Lk’s 8¢ may both be editorial. (3) The important differences between 
Lk and Mt correspond to the differences in their contexts. Most schol- 
ars assume Mt’s originality, but this is not so clear; Mt is smoother 
than Lk, but he seems to refer to conditions after Christ’s death (with 
a trace of Mk’s concealment theory). On the other hand, Lk’s warning 
against the uselessness of concealment is perfectly comprehensible for 
Christ’s lifetime; cf Z, McN. Jl finds the original form in Mt’s version 
(approximately) with passives (¢66¢0y) or first persons plural (efrapey) 
in the protases. As regards minor matters, &v0’ éy is too LXX for Lk 
(Jl), and é&xobcec8at was impossible in Mt’s context (W, not ’o8). But 
Lk’s xpéc is better Greek than Mt’s els. “In the chambers” may 
have been introduced by Lk to balance ‘‘on the housetops”’ (Hk), or 
may have been omitted by Mt as superfluous (Jl). Ls is over-ingenious 
in discovering a criticism of the methods of the Twelve in Lk’s version. 
The reference to Christ’s death that WI finds in Mt appears to be cor- 
rect; cf above. 

(4) Mt would scarcely have omitted Lk’s initial clause, which effects 
a smooth transition and softens the warning (Jl, Hk, Ls); Lk has 
“‘Christianized.”’ In the second half of the verse, Mt’s buyhy &roxtetvat 
would have been very misleading to Greek readers (Hk). &yetv with 
the infinitive is “‘Lukan.”’ (5) For the first clause cf on 6:47. In Mt 
the punishment is inflicted at the Parousia, in Lk at death; Mt is the 
more primitive (JW). The final clause is rather diffuse for a Lukan 
addition, and is in Q’s style (7:26), although the use of todtoy is 
“Lukan.”’ 

(6) Lk has revised the order, adjusted the price of sparrows to local 
conditions, and given the final clause a literary form (W, Hk). évdmoy 
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is “Lukan.”” Lk would scarcely have changed “Father” into “God.” 
(7) Mt’s emphatic pronouns are certainly editorial. Lk may have 
avoided the periphrasis of the perfect, but he would scarcely have 
omitted ody. W1, JW note that the Aramaic may have read, “‘ye are 
of much more worth than sparrows,” an adverb being taken for an 
adjective. (8) “But I say unto you” is a regular Q transition formula, 
probably abbreviated in Mt’s ody. Lk has introduced the subjunctive. 
Mt’s “TI” is an obvious advance on the original ‘Son of Man” (WI, 
McN); cf exegetical note and Mk 8:38. Lk’s very archaic final clause 
is also to be preferred (Hk, McN); Mt’s change is partly due to the 
“T,” partly to heightening. (9) The “Lukan” évmov gives variety. 

(10) Cf Mt 12: 31-32, Mk 3: 28-29. Lk is independent of Mk, 
while Mt is a mixture of Mk and Q; cf on 10: 1-14; 11: 14-22. The 
simple form of Lk is obviously primary (so usually), and its authen- 
ticity should never have been questioned; no Christian would have 
framed such a saying (cf Mk’s alterations). But “Son of Man” may 
have meant “this man” (JW), or even “‘any man” (Ls). 

The context of this verse is much too difficult to be original (against 
Z). But it is also too difficult to be due to Lk, who certainly would not 
have violated the order of his sources (both Mk and Q) to effect a 
combination of this sort. So the verse must have stood here in Q, 
and Mt’s position for it is due to Mk. 

(11-12) Cf Mk 13: 9-11, Mt 10:17-20. The Lk—Mt contacts are 
Stay S&-cicpdowary (napadaaty) Succ, wh weotuvhonte mHo H ct (} ct 
occurs at least once in Lk’s text), and the position in connection with 
vv. 2-9 (Mt 10: 26-33) in contrast to Mk’s Jerusalem setting. This is 
decisive evidence for Q. Mk seems to have paraphrased and expanded 
Q; Mt has followed Q, with some reminiscences of Mk. (11) t&>¢ deyds 
xat tas eEouctas is evidently due to Gentile conditions, Q having 
ouvéSora as in Mt—Mk (W, Hz). &xoAoyety occurs again in the parallel 
in 21:14, but Lk may have introduced it as a technical term. (12) 
W thinks that Mt 10: 20-23 preserves approximately the original text 
of Q, which Lk has shortened. This is probably right, for Mt would 
never have framed 10: 23 himself; it must have stood in a source he 
was copying. Lk’s reasons for omitting this verse are obvious. 

Lk has given this Q section in its original order. Mt has added it to 
the mission charge, and so began it at a point (Mt 10:17) that gave 
good connection. The omitted portion he gave at the end (vv. 26-33). 

This section must belong near the end of Christ’s life; cf the position 
in Mk. As yet there had been no legal persecution of the disciples, but, 
in view of His own approaching death, their period of immunity was 
evidently drawing to an end. But the warning could be given to the 
disciples even without their understanding that He was to be taken 
away. The tone of wv. 11-12 is perfectly in Christ’s manner, and the 
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Spirit is referred to as the natural source of prophetic power of speech. 
No special reference to Joel 2: 28 f was necessary, although of course 
such a reference is possible (McN). 


13-21. The foolish rich man. 

An entirely new section is begun here, which continues (prob- 
ably) to the end of 13:9. Its general theme is worldliness. 

13. As the Jewish laws of inheritance were based on the Old 
Testament, an appeal to a Rabbi’s authority in an inheritance 
dispute was quite in order. 

14, Christ’s reply may be a conscious quotation of Ex 2: 14'; 
He denied for Himself what the Israelite denied for Moses. But 
this correspondence may be only accidental. Matters of this 
kind lay without His province (cf 20: 25) and He probably re- 
garded the Old Testament laws dealing with such affairs much 
as He did the concession of divorce (Mk 10:5). peptoT7s here 
only. 

15. “Them” refers to “multitude!” in v. 13. “Covetous- 
ness” is rather too narrow a word for the context, as nothing 
points specially to this vice on the part of the man of v. 13. 
The wording of the last clause is curiously awkward?; Lk seems 
to have striven to avoid saying that this world’s goods do not 
support life at all (yet cf K). Cfion 4:4. 

16. vv. 16-20 are rather an illustrative story than a true 
parable. The relation to Sir 11: 18 f is very close, so close that 
Sir may have been consciously in Christ’s mind. evpopetv here 
only. 

17. To the rich man the increased goods offer only a prospect 
of greater selfish enjoyment. 

18. “Greater!” is emphatic. “Wheat?” is specified, because 
it was the most valuable crop. 


v. 14. 1 The introduction of Stxeotny in WYAA al pl Ko is conformed to the 
LXX; 157 1 conform entirely. There are other variants and the confusion is doubt- 
less responsible for the omission of n peptotnv in 33 D 28 c sysc. 

v. 15. ! Introduced in sysc; syp has ‘‘the disciples.” 2 Yet the simplifications are 
mostly trivial; sys has “not in the abundance of goods doth the life of men consist.” 

v. 18. 1D lat (exc a f) sy have xotmow autas petlovas. 2% toy ortov (WH, Ws) 
in BL 579 sa bo 1 Ferr 157 minn X syp; otherwise tx yevnuatae. The generalizing 
term is a correction. x*D lat (exc vg) sysc have only this term, which made xat ta 
a@yaia tautological. 
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19. For yvy7 cf on 9:24. In the present verse it means 
“self,” but in v. 20 it is “life”; no one English word will give 
the sense in both cases. “Soul” has quite the wrong connota- 
tion. avazravou, “take thine ease,” without special reference to 
the labor of harvesting the recent great crops (against W). 

20. That God speaks (and is heard) belongs to the parable 
form, which does not speculate on the means employed. arat- 
Tovow,! “require” (cf 6: 30) is impersonal and should be trans- 
lated by a passive. The only answer to “whose?” is “not the 
rich man’s.” 

21. Cf 16:9. Almsgiving is certainly thought of as the chief 
element in being “rich toward God” (so usually). But the 
moral is made a little too obvious, and the verse is textually 
uncertain.! 


(13-21) Peculiar to Lk. 

Undoubtedly from Q; note the close connection with the following 
section and Lk’s preparation for this story in v. 1. As Mt transferred 
vv. 22 f to the Sermon on the Mount, he was obliged to omit this story. 

In v. 15 guAdéecety and Sxkoyery are both “Lukan,” and this verse 
has certainly undergone revision of some sort (Jl, WI, JW, Ls). The 
only other ‘‘Lukan” touch is the dative in v. 20. 


22-31. Freedom from care. 

22. The elaboration of the moral of vv. 16-21 is addressed 
exclusively to the disciples in view of vv. 32 ff (K compares 
8:10). “Therefore”; “since life depends on God, not on 
riches.” In modern English “take no thought” is an inaccurate 
translation for #7) meptuvare; the meaning is “be not anxious” 
(cf Phil 4:6). W thinks that the slightly disjunctive u6é is 
used to introduce something not mentioned in vv. 16-21. 


v.19. D latt (non vg) omit xetreve . . . te, which WH bracket. Ws suggests 

that homceoteleuton was responsible for the omission of the first four words moAka 
. moAAa), and that the others were thought inappropriate for the “soul.” 

yv. 20. ! The compound in Ti, Ws, Sdm (so the bulk of the MSS) against the sim- 
ple verb in BY 33 L 579 1241 Q d. A choice is hardly possible. 

v. 2r. 10m D ab; WH bracket. Jl, Wl, JW support the omission. If the verse 
is read, autw (Ti, WH, with Bx*L) is much “harder” than eautw (so generally), 
although WI’ minn F have ev eautw. 

vy. 22. WH bracket and Ws omits autov after wabntas (om B 1241 af c). Ti, 
WHm have the order uty Aeyw (against BNL bo D Ferr al pl). After cwnatt WH 
(in brackets), Ws add uyzwv (so BY sa bo 33 Ferr al pl syp) as in Mt. 
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23. Cf on 4:4. The “more” of course is God’s will and care. 

94. Cf Ps 147: 9, Job 38:41. «dpa€ here only. “Barn” may 
take up v. 18. vpets is emphatic. 

25. 7AtKla is “span of life,” not “stature.” The prolongation 
of the liferoad by a cubit would add only the briefest instant 
to existence; but even this is impossible by any act of will. The 
length of man’s life is fixed solely by God. Cf v. 20 (W, Z, K). 

26. This verse is slightly obscure, but the sense appears to 
be:—“If you cannot prolong your life by a moment, why be 
anxious about things that are not even thought to lengthen it?” 
Or, perhaps, “Why be anxious about anything but God’s will?” 

27-28. The xpiva are the “adornment of the grass,” simply, 
and so no special species can be intended; “flowers” is the best 
translation. In the comparison with the garb of Oriental roy- 
alty “rich colors,” not “pure whiteness,” is the important ele- 
ment. In Palestine dried grass is still used extensively for cook- 
ing and the custom of heating the interior of an oven before 
baking still prevails likewise. «A¢Gavoy only here and in Mt’s 
parallel. vpaiverv here only. 

29. “Ye” is highly emphatic. The proper sense of perTe- 
wpileyv is “raise up,” “cause to float”; hence, m7) meTewpiFec bet 
may mean “be moderate” (W, Hz, W1, JW, K), or “be not un- 
settled” (Ls, Z, Lg). 

30. To Lk “the nations of the world!” doubtless meant “non- 
Christians,” in contrast to the emphatic “ye.” 

31. “Kingdom” is used in the sense of “preparedness for the 
Kingdom,” although there may be a slight present force. But 
the term could not have meant “church”’ to any one, for Chris- 
tians do not “seek” the church. 


v. 23. Ti omits the initial yae (with WA al pl Ko). A has the curious text 
N Pox TAEtoy eotty TOU cwWULATOS XTA. 

v. 24. The negative particles vary; WH print ov . . . ovde. 

v. 25. WH non mg, Ws read reoofetyat after autouv (B 579). 

v. 27. WH, Sdm read av€aver ov xorta oudSe vyOet, as in Mt (so the bulk of 
the MSS). Ti, Ws, Sd adopt oute wyfet oute ugatvet, as much the “harder” 
reading, despite its slight support (D a sysc; b has a mixed text). 

v. 29. ‘sys omits. W reads peteworGetat. 

v. 30. } WY 579 N minn 1 omit tov xocuou (syc has “of the earth”); conversely 
lat (exc a cl vg) read toutou tov xocpou. 
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(22-31) Cf Mt 6: 25-33. 

(22) 8:& todto is found also in Mt, where it refers (not too smoothly) 
to the impossibility of double service; Lk evidently has the original 
context. Jl, JW, Ls note differences in emphasis between vv. 16-21 
and vv. 22-31, but they are only the natural differences that come 
from generalizing a principle. But vv. 32 ff have led Lk to introduce 
“his disciples”; the present section might really have been part of a 
synagogue discourse. (23) Mt’s rhetorical question is doubtless original 
(and similarly in the following verses). (24) éu8Aéxetv belongs much 
more to Lk’s style than xatavoety does to Mt’s, but Lk’s simple 
xé6paxac is more like the Old Testament and is less liturgical than Mt’s 
phrase (W, WI). The dative is “‘Lukan,” and taetov seems reflected, 
but Lk’s @eé¢ is again less liturgical than Mt’s phrase (W, Hk; cf on 
v.g and note Mt’s awkward odpavod . . . obpdvtoc). Lk has avoided 
repeating the final pronoun. 

(25) Mt’s “one” is Semitic, but not necessarily original. The ‘Lu- 
kan” xoootrOévar is here from Q. (26) Lk softens the transition from 
“‘food” to “‘clothing’”’ and generalizes (W, Hz, Hk). (27) Mt’s first 
clause is again liturgically revised (W, Wl, Hk). But Lk’s “weave” 
(yet cf textual note) is due to reflecting that ‘‘sewing” alone will not 
make a garment (W, Hk). (28) Little choice between the variants 
seems possible. (29) Lk prepares for tytette in v. 31, although W 
thinks that Lk has Q here. pi wetewpftecbe is an intensification that 
destroys the parallelism (so usually). (30) “Of the world” has been 
added by Lk to make Q less Jewish (W, McN). Mt’s “heavenly”’ is 
editorial. (31) Mt’s additions evidently are meant to incorporate this 
section more closely in the Sermon on the Mount (so usually). «pootr- 
Gévar is again from Q, but Lk has added xA‘y. 


32-34. Poverty and the Parousia. 

32. This verse is best taken with the following two (WI, Z), 
for the connection is very close; confidence in salvation gives 
strength for renunciation. 

Note the nominative in place of the vocative. 

38. As salvation is assured and as the Kingdom is rapidly 
approaching earthly possessions should be converted into heay- 
enly without delay. But the mention of the “moth” is sur- 
prising, for “treasure” after “purse” can only mean “money” 
and moths do not attack money. For Badddvtia pa Tadatov- 
peva cf Haggai 1:6. avéxdecrTos here only. 

34, Through sacrifice of earthly possessions the minds of the 
disciples will be prepared to welcome the Kingdom. 
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vv. 32-34 contain a genuine interim-ethic (against P). Lk 
himself, however, could hardly have thought this more than a 
counsel of perfection for the church of his own day. 


(32-34) (32) Peculiar to Lk. The preceding Q section must have 
ended with v. 31 (= Mt 6: 33), for Mt 6: 34 has a connection almost as 
loose as this verse in Lk (cf W, JW, Ls). For Lk’s source of this saying 
cf below. The ‘flock’? was undoubtedly the church to Lk (WI, Ls), 
but the verse is entirely in Christ’s style. To deduce it from 15:6 is 
fanciful (against Ls). 

(33-34) Cf Mt 6:19-21. (33) In comparing this verse with Mt, 
only WI has undertaken to defend the priority of Lk. He argues that 
Lk is more eschatological, but this in itself is no test. And he states 
also that the depreciation of earthly treasure must have been accom- 
panied with an injunction to almsgiving. But Mt v. 19 contains a vig- 
orous injunction to almsgiving, compared with which Lk’s bald com- 
mand is certainly secondary. And in Lk the reference to the “moth” 
is inexplicable; the wording in Mt explains the original sense. 

Lk’s form corresponds to the heightened enthusiasm of the primitive 
Jerusalem church, and it is in the tone of L; note éyy(Cery and cf on 
11:41. A compact logion is seen by reading vv. 32-33@ (nwAfsate .. . 
o’eavots) together, and this is the form in which it must have stood 
in L. Lk has added a reminiscence of Q. Mk 10: 21 was no doubt of 
influence in forming the saying (Hz, Ls, McN). dxréexetv is the only 
“Lukan” word, although Hk notes that d&véxAetrtog is literary. 

(34) L (Lk?) rounds out the section with the original concluding 
clause. Mt’s singular pronouns (inappropriate in the context) are edi- 
torial (Hz). 


35-39. On watchfulness. 

The theme of preparation for the end is carried on without 
intermission. 

35. The direct address to the hearers gives this little parable 
an allegorical touch. The allegory is seen further in the “lights”; 
servants would naturally be expected to have lights burning 
for a returning master, but the tone here indicates that each 
servant has a light of his own. The highly emphatic “your” 
points the application. 

36. Scl €oré. avadvew! here must be “return,” as in Sap 
2:1, Tob 2:9; contrast Phil 1: 23 (the only other New Tes- 


Vv. 36. }enavaducn and axoAuen are variants. 
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tament occurrence). “Marriage” is probably part of the alle- 
gory, with a reference to the Messiah (“bridegroom”). Still, Jl 
notes that marriage festivals were notoriously prolonged, so 
that return of marriage guests would be particularly uncertain. 
Z, K translate yduou as “banquet,” but this sense is very un- 
usual. “Straightway” is of course important. 

37. As “blessed” is entirely too strong a word to apply to 
servants fulfilling a routine duty, the continuation of the al- 
legory is evident. And the second part of this verse is pure 
allegory, for no householder (least of all a bridegroom) would 
behave in such a manner. The obvious reference is to the Mes- 
sianic banquet (against W); Hz suggests Saturnalia customs 
but they are irrelevant. 

38. The return of the master in the first! watch was not to 
be expected but the allegory requires that he reach home before 
daybreak, for the Messiah brings the dawn with him. Note the 
Jewish division of the night into three watches, and contrast 
Mk 13:35. 

39. The promise just given is paralleled with a warning, but 
in this instance there is no allegory. Lk must have meant 
yuv@oxeTe as an imperative, “know this.” 

40. The common moral of the two parables is summed up in 
a direct application. 


v. 37. Sdm prefers the order 0 xvetog eAOwv (Y 33 LQ) as different from the 
parallels (v. 43, Mt 24: 46). 

v. 38. Ti omits the final exetvot with x* latt sys (insufficient evidence), while 
Ko reads exetvot ot SovAot. 1b reads here, ‘‘et si uenerit uespertina uigilia et ita 
inuenerit beati sunt quoniam iubebit” etc as in v. 37. As nearly as can be judged 
this was Marcion’s text, although Marcion may not have had the repetition from 
v. 37. To this version 1 af ffz syc add (virtually) the usual form of v. 38, with more 
or less abbreviation of the repeated part of v. 37. D has xat exv eXOn tH eoreptvyn 
QUAGKY XAL EVENSEL OUTUDS TOMNTEL Kat EXv Ev TH SeUTEPA xat TH TOITH WaXAPtoL 
etoty exetyot. The rest of the lat (exc f vg) exhibit variations of the above readings. 

The explanation here is obvious. “Evening watch” is an attempt to heighten 
the allegory by hastening the time of the Lord’s return, and the confusion has 
arisen from attempting to unite this with the original reading. Cf Z. 

v. 39. At the beginning of the apodosis WH non mg and Sd (bracketing the first 
three words) read eyenyooncey ay xat oux apnxey, with the bulk of the MSS (Ko 
adds a second ay after oux). x* sa D af isysc have simply oux av apnxey, avoiding 
the agreement with Mt (so Ti, WHm, Ws). Sd’s alternative of oux apynxev without 
ay is impossible. 

v. 40. Family 1 omit this whole verse. 
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(35-38) Peculiar to Lk. 

From L; cf dwhy (v. 37), and for dvaxAtvew (v. 37) cf 2:7, for 
meptQdvvucbat (vv. 35, 37) cf 17:8. In L the parable may have fol- 
lowed v. 33, for the connection is excellent. 

The allegorical form need not point to an original parable that has 
been expanded, for Christ may very well have used allegory on occa- 
sion, but allegorical touches are always suspicious. In particular, rem- 
iniscences of Mt 25: 1-13 may be detected (W, JW, Ls), although the 
two parables have nothing but details in common. (WI reverses the 
relation, and derives Mt 25: 1-13 from this section and from 13: 25.) 
WI, JW, Ls think also that 9: 48 had influence in forming v. 37; this is 
not very likely, but v. 43 may have helped. On the other hand, it is 
possible that Mk 13:35 (= Mt 24: 42) is a reminiscence of this para- 
ble, although K reverses. 

(39-40) Cf Mt 24: 43-44. (39) In Mt éxetvo ytvdoxete contrasts 
with odx o%Sate in his preceding verse, and hence Lk’s todto is probably 
original. And Mt has etasev, which Lk would scarcely have changed, 
for he is fond of é&v. But Lk seems to have written &o¢ to gain variety 
after v. 38 (so usually). He may have omitted Mt’s éyenyéeysev av 
xat as needless (Hk), or Mt may have inserted it because of his context 
(W, Jl). (40) Mt is fond of 8:& todto (11 times, against Lk’s 4), but 
Q certainly used the phrase also (Lk 11: 19, 49; 12: 22); cf Hk. 

The originality of v. 39 needs no discussion, but with v. 40 the case 
is not so clear. The connection is certainly poor:—‘“‘If the householder 
had known, he would have watched; ye do not know, therefore watch.” 
So it is usual to speak of v. 40 as an early addition. But it may also 
have been an isolated saying of Christ’s; JW thinks that it originally 
followed Mt 24: 42. 

The position of this section in Q cannot be determined, for its place 
in Mt is due to Mk, and in Lk to L. 


41-46. The two servants. 

41. The common moral of the two preceding parables justifies 
the use of “this parable.” Lk evidently understood St. Peter’s 
question to mean:—“Is this extreme watchfulness a duty of the 
ministry only, or of all! the members of the church?” (so usu- 
ally). The answer is, “The clergy have the primary responsi- 
bility.” Such a precept as that of v. 33 could not have been 
generally fulfilled in St. Luke’s day but he felt that it should 
be obeyed by at least the officers of the congregations. 


v. 41. 1D omits... mavtas. 
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42. “Steward” is used here of an upper servant, who is 
charged with overseeing the others, but who is not entrusted 
with his master’s property (v. 44). The Christian ministry is 
of course intended, although the details are not to be allego- 
rized. In connection with v. 41 @pa gives the force:—“ Where 
can such a faithful steward be found, if not among you apos- 
tles?” (so usually). W, Hz, Ls detect a special reference to St. 
Peter; this is quite possible, but the parable generalizes at once 
with the future “shall set”; “The fit official of the future! 
church will be one. . . .” On Oeparrefa cf 9:11. otTomeérpiov? 
is “ration of grain,” or of “food” in general. 

43-44, Continuation of the rhetorical question would have 
been too cumbersome (Jl). A slight allegory is evident, for such 
high promotion was by no means in the normal order of things. 
The meaning is, “A faithful minister of Christ will receive high 
rank in the Kingdom.” 

45. The imagery belongs to the parable, not to its application. 

46. “Cutting asunder” would not be an exorbitant Oriental 
punishment for a grossly disobedient slave. In the parable Tv 
artorev is “the unfaithful” (W, cf Hz, P), but Lk may very 
well have thought of “the unbelievers” (Hz, WI, K). 


(41-46) Cf Mt 24: 45-51. 

Evidently from Q, where it followed the preceding parable in Lk. 
(41) An obvious Lukan transition verse, which gives the parable an 
artificial application (so usually). Aéyerv xapaBodhy is “Lukan.” Note 
that in Mt the reference of gga is smooth. 

(42) The first four words are due to Lk; xbetog (used as in L) was 
suggested by the preceding xdete and by 6 xlotos in the parable (W). 
oixévouog is due to Lk’s special application (so even Z), as is the future 
(W, Hz, WI, Hk). Oepanefas is more dignified than oixetetas (Jl, Hz, 
Hk), and the different use of this noun in g: 11 does not tell against 
redaction here (against W). &36var and the omission of adtots im- 
prove the Greek (Hk). The same is true of the order of the last four 
words, although Jl thinks that Mt has been influenced by Ps 104: 27. 
But ottowétptoy is unliterary (W, Jl). (43-44) Lk improves the 
order and avoids guy. (45) xaxdc in Mt is difficult and Lk’s omission 
of the word would be perfectly comprehensible (Jl, Hk). But it is 


“vy. 42. 1 Hence eotat is found for eotty in AKII minn. * WH bracket and Ws 
omits its article (om BD Ferr (in part)). S:adouvat in &* 118 af is a correction. 
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probably even too difficult to be original, and it may be regarded as 
an allegorizing gloss by Mt (W). Lk avoids cuv8obAouc, as he has 
made the subject of the parable an ofxévowes (so usually). (46) Jl, 
Hk note that Lk’s &xtotwy is better Greek than Mt’s broxertéy. But 
the latter noun is a favorite of Mt’s (13 times) and is pure allegory, 
while Lk’s word continues the parable and is not in Lk’s style. Mt 
v. 510 is an obvious addition. 

The “Lukan” terms in vv. 42, 44, 46 are all from Q. 

Even Q’s version is not quite free from allegory, but the touches can 
easily be removed, if this is thought necessary (Jl). WI (cf McN) thinks 
that the parable was meant as a lesson for the ministry even in Q, but 
this overstresses what is a mere detail. To give any moral it was nec- 
essary to entrust the servant with duties of some sort and it is mere 
accident that these happen to be duties of supervision. Cf especially 


Jw. 


47-48. On the responsibility of knowledge. 

No break is intended, but the transition from “cutting in 
sunder”’ to “beating” is not smooth. To Lk “the servant not 
knowing” probably designated the laity, in contrast to the 
clergy (so usually). But this limitation may be too narrow 
(et-P): 

“Made ready” preserves the eschatological atmosphere (Jl, 
Z) but otherwise is indistinguishable from “did.1” v. 485 (the 
verse division is bad) generalizes the principle. “The more” 
replaces “much” only for variety (against Z). 


(47-48) Peculiar to Lk. 

vv. 47~48a and v. 486 seem to be two distinct sayings; W goes so far 
as to refer the first to L and the second to Q, but they are too brief for 
classification. The present context is obviously artificial, and Lk has 
added étow.rous 4 to conform to it (Jl). 

Originally these sayings may have contrasted the scribes with the 
common people (Jl, W1?, Ls), or even Jews with Gentiles (W1?). Even 
WI seems disinclined to question their genuineness. 


49-53. The final stress. 

There is no break; the fidelity of vv. 33-48 is especially im- 
perative in view of the approaching crisis. 

49. The connection with vy. 52-53 shows that “fire” is used 
in the sense of “conflict” (so usually); Christ saw that He must 


v. 47. 1D 69 omit the first participle; WL minn af it sy omit the second. 
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set in action “a ferment of spirits, in which only a submissive 
or a hostile choice would be possible” (Hz). tf OéA ed is not 
Greek and can be understood only as a Hebraism. t/ is used 
as in 2 Sam 6:20, Tl deddEactat 6 Bacirevs (790 T233°Nd). 
And for @éd\ew e cf Isa g:5, Kal Oérovow ei éyer/Onoav 
mupikavorot (not, apparently, from our Hebrew text) and Sir 
23:14. Accordingly the sense is, “Would that it were kindled 
already!” avdarrevv only in Jas 3: 5. 

For the general thought cf 2: 34 f. 

50. Before the fire could be fully kindled, Christ saw that 
His own death was necessary,—“I must be sunk! in deep 
waters!” Cf Ps 69:2f, 14f, etc. “Baptism” is a most inade- 
quate rendition of Bamticpua here, although Lk doubtless saw an 
idea of consecration in the word: cf Z. 

51. God promised a final Kingdom of peace, to be established 
through Christ as Messiah. But for this the time was not yet 
ripe, and a time of conflict would come first. For 4A’ 7) cf 
2 Cor 1:13. Ssapepicpos here only. 

52. Cf Micah 7:6. The household consists of five persons, 
the parents, a married son with his wife, and a daughter; ap- 
parently the younger generation is set in opposition to the 
older. In the current predictions of the end a break-up of family 
ties is a fairly common feature (Enoch 99: 5; 100: 2, etc), but 
not as here through reasons of conscience. 

53. SuapeprcOjoovrat is superfluous! and its construction is 
uncertain. The change? from the datives after emé to the accu- 
satives may be due to the Greek of Micah (P). 


(49-50) Peculiar to Lk. 

The Hebraic construction is proof that this saying was not written 
by Lk (against Ls), if proof were needed; JW notes that the extreme 
indirectness of the reference to the Passion is almost positive evidence 
of originality. But there is nothing to identify the source, beyond a 
certain tenseness in the style that suggests L (W). @xetv with the in- 


v. 50. 13has the middle. 

vy. 53. Before Ouyatega Sd inserts an article in brackets, with L sa © minn. Ti 
omits the articles before wyteea (so 8) and the autns after vuzgyny(so X*D1). 1 x* 
improves by omitting ecoytat . . . dtaep. from v. 52. ? Much confused in the 
MSS. 
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finitive and ovyéyewv are ‘Lukan.” WI, Ls think that vv. 49 and 50 
were originally unrelated, but a connection between Christ’s death and 
the final conflict was entirely natural. 

This saying must belong to the latter part of the Ministry, when the 
final issues had become very clear. JW notes that this may have been 
one of the original forms of Christ’s prediction of the Passion, a form 
that the disciples could easily have misunderstood. Contrast 9 : 21-22. 

(51-53) Cf Mt 10: 34-35. 

It is very difficult to derive Lk and Mt from a common Greek source 
here; the variants suggest the differences due to distinct oral traditions. 
Cf Hk. And Lk’s version is not at all in his style; cf the rhetorical 
question and the very awkward repetition of diapepl{ewv. mapaylvecbar 
is the only ‘‘Lukan” term. Lk’s source was L; cf ody and &xb tod 
voy, while Lk’s only other instances of the interrogative Soxette are in 
LiGazsena): 

As compared with the form in Mt (Q?), L seems expanded from 
Micah. And JW notes that Mt is more true to life in according the 
initiative to the younger generation. 

As the saying presupposes knowledge of Christ’s Messiahship, it 
must belong late in the Ministry. Cf also on vv. 49-50. 


54-59. Signs of the times. 

The only connection is the general theme of preparation for 
the end. This section is addressed to the “multitudes,” as it 
is obviously unsuitable for disciples. 

54. “Why is not some of the skill used in predicting the 
weather devoted to foreseeing the approaching cataclysm?” In 
Palestine west winds (from the Mediterranean) almost invari- 
ably bring rain. du pos here only. 

55. South (or southeast) winds tend to grow into the sirocco; 
xavowv! may have been the technical name for this hot blast. 

56. W, P, Ls find the “hypocrisy” in the denial of the pre- 
dictive ability. But this is rather refined. 

57. “Of yourselves” is best understood as “without my hav- 
ing to teach you” (WI); cf JW, “by examining your own con- 
sciences,” although this overlooks the connection with vv. 54- 


v. 55. 1579 has xAudwy. 

v. 56. B reads de after xxteoy (so WH, non mg, Ws). This may be the “harder” 
reading, but the omission of d¢ (L sysc) is still “harder.’”? WH have oux otdete 
Soxtuatery, with Bx 33 L sa bo minn T syhm. Otherwise ov doxtpatete (with 
slight variants), but sys has “‘ye do not wish to prove.” 
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56. 70 dixavov, “what is pleasing to God,” here “repentance.” 
Z misrenders “meekness.” 

58-59. The necessity of repentance at this crucial moment is 
illustrated by alittle parable. “Would any debtor allow judgment 
to be passed against him, if he could avert it by any means?” 

58. Creditors must usually have been willing to accept a 
compromise from a bankrupt debtor, for imprisoning him 
brought no financial advantage; the compromise might consist 
of labor or of arrangements to pay by instalments. A “judge” 
in Palestine was always a “ruler.” 80s épyac/ay is a Latinism 
(da operam, “be at pains’’), which had been adopted to some 
extent in Hellenistic Greek (cf Z). &madXdoceur is a usual word 
for “discharge a debt.” If Lk conceived this verse soallegorically 
as to take “adversary” as the devil (Jl, Ls), he has been at pains 
to conceal his conception. Katacvpewv? and 7paxtep here only. 

The initial “for” followed by an imperative is awkward. 
But the sudden change from the plural (in v. 57) to the singular 
was necessitated by the nature of the parable. 

59. After judgment is rendered, it is too late for any com- 
promise. There is no reflection on any time in “till” and the 
sense is doubtless “never.” Aemtev (“tiny”) as the name of a 
coin appears only in the New Testament; a local bronze piece 
is meant, the Talmudic MABME. It was worth about one-sixth 
of a cent (cf Mk 12: 42). 


(54-56) Cf Mt 16: 25-3. But this passage in Mt is of more than 
dubious textual genuineness, and it may be derived from Lk (after oral 
modification). Or it may be an isolated scrap of Synoptic tradition. 

There is no indication of the source of Lk’s form. But it presupposes 
purely Palestinian conditions (against W). And, apart from 8& xa, it 
is free from Lukan terminology. 

(57) Probably a Lukan transition verse (Hz, Jl, Ls). 

(58-59) Ci Mt 5: 25-26. 

Evidently from Q. Mt’s context is very artificial (admitted even 
by Z) and Mt has changed the wording to connect with it. Hence Lk’s 
wet& . . . cov is probably original (against Hk). But the initial o¢ 
is “Lukan.” &eyovta is probably original, for the identity with xerths 


v. 58. WH bracket the am before avtov (om B minn). !sa omits the first term, 
2 capacvey in minn. xataxotvy in D latt sysc is an unskilful correction. 
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is Palestinian; Lk would not have introduced the confusing change of 
the word and he would have used the article. Cf W, Jl. And Acts 19° 
12 is not sufficient evidence to make &naAAdocery “Lukan” (against 
Hk). Nor do the occurrences of égacta in Acts bear on the use of the 
noun here (against Hk); they are in an entirely different sense, and Lk 
would not have introduced the Latinism. Mt’s edvody, an impossible 
word for the relations of debtor and creditor, is due to his context (W, 
Jl). In the second half of the verse, the repetitions are more in Q’s 
style than Lk’s (W, Jl). But xetacten is probably due to Lk (Hz, Hk; 
-odpety occurs three times in Acts); Hz introduces, however, a needless 
reference to Roman law. xe&xtwe is good Greek, and is doubtless a 
technical term. 

(so) Lk omits duhyv. Neither Aextéy nor xodeéytys is Greek, but 
the former word was in common use as an adjective, and it gives a 
better climax. So Lk has probably introduced it (W, Hz, Jl, Hk). Be- 
tween the two arrangements of the final words no choice is possible. 

In Mt the parable has become an impossible mixture of figure and 
fact, evidently through an attempt to take dytf8:xo¢g as ““human ad- 
versary”’ (so usually). W is probably right in holding that Mt quoted 
from memory. 

Jl, Ls try to connect this parable with Mt 5 : 39 f, but the resemblance 
is only verbal. Its authenticity may be taken for granted. 


CHAPTER XIII 


1-9. Three warnings. 

This section carries on the judgment theme of 12: 54-59 
without a break; the chapter division is poor. 

1. If wapijoar is translated “were present,” then “season” 
would appear to refer to the preceding section, making a very 
close connection (W). But mapetvat often means “come” 
(Acts 12:20, Mt 26:50, etc). In any case xaip@ has nothing 
to do with xaipdv in 12: 56 (against P). 

The account treats the slaughter of “the” Galileans as a 
familiar event, although Lk’s readers could have known noth- 
ing about it. The description indicates that Pilate sent soldiers 
into the Temple, but W may be right in urging that the victims 
of the procurator’s wrath were slain outside while carrying in 
their gifts. For somewhat similar acts of violence cf Antt 
XVIII, iii, 2 (60 ff); iv, 1 (85 ff), etc. 
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Christ evidently was told of the event for the first time, and 
His question indicates that these Galileans did not enjoy gen- 
eral sympathy; they may have been only a couple of malefac- 
tors. His informants had apparently no motive except to spread 
the news. 

2. That earthly misfortune may be interpreted as a direct 
judgment on sin is a common doctrine in the Old Testament; 
it persisted as a popular belief in New Testament times (cf 
Jn 9:2). éyévovto, “brought guilt on themselves.” 

3. Christ does not enter into the merits of the doctrine. He 
declares, simply, that in the existing condition of the nation no 
one could be picked out as alone worthy of violent death. The 
punishment threatened is the final Judgment, as in 12: 54-509. 
W, Hz particularize ouotws as “ye shall be slain in the ap- 
proaching war with Rome.” This probably does no violence to 
Christ’s expectations of the future but it reads too much into 
the word. “All” is naturally wider than the “some” addressed. 

4-5. Such an accident would not have been long remembered. 
The style of these verses parallels that of vv. 1-3, with a few 
changes to give variety. But the aorist metavonoate! may be 
an intensification of the present in v. 3. Hz is over-literal in 
translating @cat’rws “under the ruins of your fortresses.” 

6-9. This little parable, teaching that even great patience 
must have an end, concludes the section begun with 12: 13. 
Jl is overacute in discovering a break at this point. 

6. Z (ci Jl, JW) unfortunately allegorizes, finding Jerusalem 
in the midst of Israel pictured by the figtree in the midst of 
the garden. But the warning is for all Israel. 

7. The three years indicate ‘simply a long time (Lev 19: 23- 
25 is irrelevant): Z’s allegory revives the old allusion to the 


v. 2. For tauta Sdm reads totauta (against BkL sa bo DO 157 minn af r). 

vy. 4. Ti prefixes ey before leoovswAnw, against BLD minn pl X af; the question 
is probably indeterminate. D has evotxouytasg without ev. 

v. 5. 1 WHm, Sd read the present. Both here and in v. 3 the aorist is supported 
by 8* 579 D@ 157 A minn X, but in the present instance it has the additional tes- 
timony of x*YL3U minn lat. 

v. 7. ovy after exxotpoy (Sd) is a correction to relieve the asyndeton (om BrwAD 
x 157 KII al pl af sycp); sys has “but.” Before the imperative D glosses with pepe 
env agtyny. For thy ynv Ws reads toy tonoy (inadequately supported by B* only). 
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three years of Christ’s Ministry. é««démtew (cf 3:9) need not 
mean “cut out,” “extract the roots” (cf Jl). The last «ad is 
ad sens., “in addition to being fruitless.” Gp7reXoupyds here 
only. 

8. A year would be needed to test the success of the gardener’s 
experiments. The purpose of the digging might be loosening 
the earth (W), or removing other growths (Hz), or both. 
Kémptov! here only. 

9. The suppression of the first apodosis is perfectly literary. 
After #éAXov Lk may (W) or may not (Hz) have intended éros 
to be supplied.1_ The moral of the parable was felt to need no 
explanation. 


(1-5) Peculiar to Lk. 

From L; cf mae% in comparison (vv. 2, 4), duaetwAés (v. 2), odxt 
&AKK (VV. 3, 5), Suolws (v. 3). And on Soxette (vv. 2, 4) cf 12: 51. 
Lk, moreover, would not have assumed such familiarity with Jerusalem 
happenings, while L’s interest lay specially in Jerusalem. axayyéAAew 
in v. 1 is the only “‘Lukan” term. The section may easily have followed 
72:53 in L. 

WI (cf K) assumes that vy. 1-3 are a blundering account of the in- 
cident given in Anti XVIII, iv, 1; a quite gratuitous assumption. 

(6-9) Agyety rapaBorny is ““Lukan,” but otherwise these verses con- 
tain nothing that identifies their source. W refers it to L, but this is 
not particularly indicated (cf Jl). Jl notes, with justice, that vv. 8-9 
are of great importance for the self-consciousness of Christ, showing 
His conviction of the utterly determinative quality of His work. 


10-17. The woman with an infirmity. 

There is no connection with the preceding section. 

10. cad8B8acw here has unambiguously the singular force; cf 
fala hy. Be 1 oa A 

11. Note the strongly Semitic style and the absence of any 
particular force in é600.1 The genitive in mvedua aoOevelas? 


v. 8. 1xoxetay (KIT minn GH) is “dunghill” in Attic, but evidently came to 
mean “manure” in late Greek; 1 Ferr minn have xorgov. Dit have the curious 
ROMO xOTOLWy. 

v.o. 1W'fA al pl Ko transpose etg to weAAoy after unys, apparently feeling that 
this was smoother. 

v. rr. 1Om sy; there is a strong tendency to insert nv in various places. * D has 
ey aoBeveta ny xveuatos; sysc have simply “spirit.” 
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evidently means “causing infirmity.” Contrast 11:14. Tav- 
Teds in Hbr 7:25 only. ouvevrrew only here. 

12-13. amod€Avoas, “thou hast been loosed,” is practically 
an intensive present; W overstresses the perfect by supplying 
“in God’s counsel.” P interprets this command as an exorcism, 
distinct from the subsequent healing, but this is very artificial. 

14. The ruler’s “reply” was addressed to the congregation 
because he hesitated to attack Christ directly (so usually). 

15. Christ uses the plural,! for the congregation must have 
included some who agreed with the ruler. The “hypocrisy” 
consisted in veiling hatred for Christ under zeal for the Law (so 
usually). Necessary care of domestic animals? was of course 
permitted on the Sabbath, but Christ appeals to the natural- 
ness of the act rather than to its legality. 

16. Cf on 6:9. The Sabbath was given to Israel as a day of 
refreshment as well as of rest. If even the Israelites’ animals 
were entitled to this refreshment, how much more so the Israel- 
ites themselves? This argument would not have appealed par- 
ticularly to Lk’s readers, but he has made no attempt to modify 
it for their benefit. (Ls finds here an allegory of the transfor- 
mation of the synagogue into the church [!].) From “Satan 
hath bound” W deduces that the woman’s condition was due 
to her past sin, but this is unnecessary; Satan is simply made 
the cause of disease as in Job 1: 7. 

17. The second clause is from Isa 45:16. 


(10-17) Peculiar to Lk. 

From L; cf the use of i806 (v. 11, cf v. 16), xbetos (v. 15) the loose 
Semitic style of v. 11, and the narrow Jewish interest of v. 16. And 
dvonbucey (v. 11) and dytixetobat (v. 17) recur only in L (21: 28 and 
2Es Ts). 

(10) The similarity to 4: 31 suggests Lukan revision. (11) W thinks 
that Lk has changed an original “infirmity” into “spirit of infirmity,” 
thus transforming a healing into an exorcism. He notes that the ruler 
uses Oeparetecbe and that Christ elsewhere never imposes His hands 
in an exorcism. This conclusion is very probable: L contains no other 


v.12. Ti prefixes axo before ts, against BWL® al pl. 
v. 15. 1 The singular in D minn X sy is of course a correction. ? WH non mg 
prefer the present axaywy, with B*s*© 1 minn; sy presuppose uxaywv. 


216 ST. LUKE 


account of an exorcism and v. 16 could easily have led Lk astray. The 
repetition of “eighteen” after v. 4 is pure accident. (12) Lk is rather 
fond of xpocguvetv. (13) napaxoquc and d0&klew thy Oedy are “Lu- 
kan.” (14) hudox cod oaB@étou recurs only in v. 16 and 14:5 (both 
L). (17) L may have ended with the quotation from Isaiah, for the 
last clause is very like 5: 26; 7: 16; 9: 43. 

For further details cf on 14: 1-6; K notes that the position of the 
parable must be due to the order of a source. 


18-21. The mustard seed and the leaven. 

18. “Therefore1” takes up v. 17; the confusion of Christ’s 
enemies and the joy of the people showed the progress of God’s 
purpose (Jl, Wl, McN); it is artificial to make the particle look 
back to v. 10 (against W, Hz, cf P). 

19. The only cultivated member of the mustard family is 
the sinapis nigra. It is commonly planted in gardens, has a 
seed that is proverbially small, grows rapidly to a height of 
10-12 feet, and attracts birds to its branches to eat its seeds 
(although not for nesting). Hence this plant answers entirely 
to the description in the parable. W, however, objects that it 
is not a “tree!” and proposes instead the salvadora persica. 
But this plant is only a little taller than the other, does not (and 
apparently never did) grow in Galilee, and is not cultivated. 

“His own?” is emphatic, although quite unnecessary in the 
parable. An allegorical sense is wholly likely, “Christ planted 
the seed in His own land, but the Gentiles have come into the 
resulting church” (Jl?, Hz, P, Ls). Lk evidently took the 
“Kingdom” here as a strictly present quantity. The last clause 
contains an echo of Ezk 17: 23 and 31:6. «f7ros in Jn only. 

20-21. In this parable Lk certainly did not think of the leaven 
as the power of Christianity permeating and transforming the 
world (against P); to Lk (as to every one else in the Apostolic 
age) the church and the world were in irreconcilable opposition. 
To him the parable would have described the marvellous growth 
of the church, exactly as in v. 19. 


v. 18. !8¢ (WDA al pl Ko) is a correction. 
v. 19. Sd, indeed, reads Seydo0y weya (against B8LD minn latt sysc) but this 
was an easy gloss (cf Mk~Mt’s supplement). 2 aurov in YLD@iKII minn XF. 
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expuev' is “buried,” not “secreted.” The odrov was the 
seah, three of which made an ephah (ca 11 bushels). WI objects 
that this is an impossibly large quantity, but cf Gen 18: 6. 


(18-21) Cf Mt 13: 31-33, Mk 4: 30-32. 

The Lk-Mt contacts are so numerous and so evidently a proof of 
Q that it is needless to enumerate them. Mk has given an expanded 
paraphrase of the parable of the mustard seed, which Mt has combined 
with Q’s account, while Lk has paid no attention to Mk. (18) Both 
Lk and Mk begin the parable with a double question, although the 
wording has little in common. This agreement is a strong proof of the 
originality of this form; Mt has conformed to his own v. 24 (W, Jl, Hk). 
Lk and Mk may even be different translations of a common original, 
but Jl is inclined to think that Mk’s first person plural is primary. 
(19) In dpola . . . &vOewxos Lk has Q; Mt’s expansion is due to his 
v. 24. In what follows Lk would not have changed Mt’s Zoneteey into 
the less literary GaAey eis, but his éxutod is due to his allegory. Be- 
tween xfjxoc (W, Jl) and &yeé¢ (Hk, McN) no choice is possible. Mt’s 
description of the smallness of the seed is from Mk (W, Jl, Hk); in the 
original ‘‘mustard’’ was enough. In the second half of the verse Lk 
seems to be primary throughout. Mk’s (Mt’s) “greater than all the 
herbs” was needless to Oriental ears, and his “under the shadow 
thereof” is an allegorical addition from Ezk 17: 23. 

Lk’s use of this section at this point is puzzling. It really has noth- 
ing to do with the context in Lk, but it seems equally unrelated to the 
Q sections that precede and follow in Lk. 

JW, Ls, Z, McN hold that the original point of the parable was sim- 
ply the contrast between the simplicity of Christ’s appearance and the 
eschatological glory of the Kingdom. W, Jl, Hz, WI think rather of the 
effect of the preaching of Christ; the beginnings seemed small, but at 
the advent of the Kingdom a very great number of persons would be 
found prepared. The latter interpretation seems preferable, for a proc- 
ess of growth is a poor simile for an eschatological catastrophe. Christ 
had more disciples than appears on the surface of the Gospel accounts, 
and He certainly expected many more, even if not a general conversion 
of Israel (as in W). 

It should be needless to remark that the parable does not contem- 
plate a period of growth lasting through centuries and millennia. 

(20) Again Lk is original. The rhetorical question is not in Lk’s 
style (Hk); Mt has dropped it, for it would have overweighted the im- 
portance of this parable in his series of seven. 

Mk did not use this parable, for he has formed a triad with “growth”’ 


v. 21. 1So Ti, WH, with BLUNKII5 minn; otherwise evexputpev. 
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as the common theme. In interpreting it, not too much stress should 
be laid on the “secrecy”’ of the operation of leaven. 


22-30. On rejection from the Kingdom. 

There is little, if any, connection with the preceding section, 
except perhaps by way of contrast. 

22. The description of the resumption of the journey pre- 
pares for v. 260, for the situation in v. 31, and for the lamenta- 
tion over Jerusalem in vv. 33-35. The geographical situation is 
completely vague, but v. 31 taken in conjunction with 17:11 
shows that Lk still thought of Christ as on the border of Galilee. 
For the wording cf 8:1; 9:6. “Through cities and villages” 
belongs with “journeying,” not “teaching” (against K). mopela 
in Jas 1: 11 only. 

23. Christ’s reply shows that the questioner was not a dis- 
ciple. 

For the use of €¢ before a direct question cf 22: 409, Acts 1:6; 
7213 19:2; 21:37; 22:35; the only close non-Lukan parallel 
is in Mt 12:10. The construction is not classical, but the in- 
stances in the latter part of Acts show that it is not a Hebraism. 
It is probably a Koiné usage, due to the ellipsis of some such 
word as Javpatu., 

24. The question is not answered, for “many” does not ex- 
press a ratio; instead of ministering to the inquirer’s curiosity, 
Christ warns him of the danger of moral negligence. The “nar- 
row door” is not defined explicitly, but to Lk it must have 
meant primarily “accept Christianity”; the Jews who refused 
are rejected, while the Gentiles are accepted. “Shall seek” 
refers to the tardy efforts of vv. 25-27. JW finds a predesti- 
narian concept in the verb, but this is quite fanciful and would 
require the present. 

25. The warning is illustrated with a little parable; “a house- 
holder knows that the members of his family will be indoors 
before the house is locked for the night.” “Is risen up!” to 
lock the door. “Whence”; “I know you do not belong to this 
house.” 


v. 25. ! (etc)eAOy (D Ferr it [exc b q] vg) allegorizes. 
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The construction of the first clause is uncertain. The apodo- 
sis to af’ of av . . . may be found in épe? (WI, JW), in v. 26 
(W, Jl, Ls, cf Hz), or even in ovk leydoovow in v. 24 (P, Z, K, 
Lg). @zroxXelew here only. 

26. The parable passes into an allegory of the Messianic 
Judgment. “We did eat and drink in thy presence” (for the 
wording cf 2 Sam 11:13, 1 K 1:25) is most naturally interpreted 
as “we have been guests of the covenant” (W). That the speak- 
ers had actually eaten with Christ could have been true only of 
a very few (against Hz, WI), and to translate “thou hast seen 
us eat and drink” is rather pointless (against JW, Z). 

In addition to the privilege of all Israelites, the speakers had 
the special prerogative of association with Christ, who is defi- 
nitely described as the Judge. Hz, WI think this is intended 
to deprecate the advantages of Palestinian Christians, but the 
speakers here are non-Christians. 

27. No privileges, whether national or special, can replace 
personal righteousness at the Judgment. Cf Ps 6:8. 

28-30. The humiliation of “privileged” guests will be in- 
creased by the sight of Gentiles entering the Kingdom. Lk, 
however, does not say that all Israel will be rejected (against 
Ls). 

28. The connection is unbroken but the figure is changed 
suddenly, refusal of entrance being replaced by expulsion. 
é€xet, “there where you are standing”; the word is never tem- 
poral in the New Testament (against Hz). “‘The’ weeping”; 
“the well known,” “familiar in all eschatological descriptions.” 
“Tn” does not mean “coming in”; the Kingdom will be estab- 
lished and then this sight will be seen. 


yv. 26. The subjunctive wp&qjo8_ (WHm) is read by NWLAD al pl minn; it may 
represent conformation to v. 25, or the indicative may represent a fresh start made 
at this point. The former seems more probable. 

v.27. The point where the Messiah’s words begin is obscure. WH, Ws read epet 
Aeywv vty’ ovx xtA, with BY 892, while 8 5709 sa bo lat syp have epet uutv’ oux 
xt. On the other hand, the bulk of the MSS read eper’ Acyw vyty oux xtA (so Ti, 
Sd), to which sysc even add ‘‘amen” before Acyw. B’s reading can be best under- 
stood as the source of the others. Tiadds vue after otda, against BYL 157 R minn 
latt, but cf v. 2s. 

v. 28. The indicative oeofe (Ti, WHm) is read by B* 1241 D Ferr minn X and 
is much the “harder” reading. 
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29. Lk certainly thought of Gentiles in contrast to Jews. 
30. A reversal of earthly values will be common, even if not 


universal. 


(22) Probably a Lukan transition verse. Cf exegetical note. 

(23-24) Cf Mt 7: 13-14. Mt’s version as a whole exhibits a more 
regular parallelism and a quieter tone, and hence is probably original 
(Hz, Hk). But W, JW, Ls contend that in Mt two sayings have been 
combined, one dealing with a “gate,” and the other with a “road.” 
This is rather refined, but the clauses mentioning the “‘road”’ can be 
removed without difficulty. 

Lk seems to have framed a transition question out of the conclusion 
of the saying; Ls detects ‘‘needless theology” in the result, but this is 
fanciful. And Lk has changed xlAn in Q (Mt) to 0d9« to prepare for 
v. 25. The result is not fortunate, for the saying deals with entrance 
into a city (or a road), not into a house. Otherwise Lk has revised 
freely, to accord with his introduction in y. 24. 

The saying in Q was a simple statement of fact; the perverse scribal 
ethic was leading many astray; the ‘“‘door,” of course, was originally 
moral and not doctrinal. WI argues that Mt’s ethical version must be 
secondary in comparison with Lk’s eschatological form; but this ignores 
the eschatological coloring in Mt, in addition to ignoring the character 
of Christ’s teaching. And Wl’s attempt to derive Lk’s version from 
Mk 10: 26 has nothing to commend it. 

In Q this saying probably came after 12:59, where it would have 
been perfectly in place. Lk has been following L but at this point re- 
turns to Q. 

(25) This verse appears to contain a reminiscence of Mt 25: 1-13 
(so usually); cf on 12: 35-36. (WI of course reverses the relationship.) 
If so, Lk could hardly have so compressed the original parable, and 
the present form must be due to some different recension (Jl); appar- 
ently this stood here in Q (against W). Yet quite possibly this little 
saying may be original as it stands, for it is complete in itself. 

(26-27) Cf Mt 7: 22-23. Lk’s and Mt’s wordings diverge consider- 
ably, and Hk questions any common Greek source. But Mt’s form has 
evidently been ‘‘Christianized”’ and can be explained as a revision of 
Lk’s. But even if Lk’s form stood in Q it cannot be original; it makes 
Christ warn unbelievers that He will be their Judge, and (if W’s inter- 
pretation is right) makes Him claim to be the author of the Old Tes- 
tament covenant. Perhaps originally the Judge was the Father, the 
“teaching in the streets” describing the sending of the prophets (and 
Christ?). But no certain conclusion is possible. évdmtoy is ‘Lukan.” 


v. 29. Ti omits the second «xo, against BL Ferr minn R Iatt sys. 
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(28-29) Cf Mt 8:11-12. The fact that Mt’s parallels to Lk’s vv. 
23-24, 26-27, 28-29 preserve Lk’s order and stand fairly close together 
is fair proof that both Evangelists followed Q. Mt has used the first 
part of this section in Q to enrich his Sermon on the Mount, and intro- 
duced the present saying at the first convenient point afterwards. Con- 
sequently it may be presumed that Lk has followed Q here more closely 
than Mt (W, against the usual opinion). This section, in Lk’s form, 
would have given this eschatological matter an impressive conclu- 
sion. 

(28) Mt has inverted the order of the clauses to gain better connec- 
tion with his story of the centurion, and he has changed to the third 
person. “The outer darkness” is ‘Matthzan,” but “‘all the prophets” 
is Lk’s generalization. (29) Mt’s A€yw 88 duty is in Q’s style, but his 
“many” is needless (W, Hk). Lk could easily have added ‘“‘and the 
north and the south” (W, Hk). 

This saying is based on Isa 49: 12 (cf Ps 107: 3). It does not predict 
any formal mission to the Gentiles (cf JW), and merely states that 
many Gentiles will be accepted, while many Jews will be rejected; Hk 
notes that it scarcely goes beyond the Baptist’s words in 3:8. McN 
even proposes to limit the original sense to Diaspora Jews, but this is 
too narrow. 

(30) Cf Mk 10:31. W thinks Lk copied the verse directly from Mk, 
but Lk is not following Mk here. It probably concluded the speech in 
Q; Mt could not have introduced it conveniently. 

In Mk this does not refer to Gentiles, but such an application of the 
general principle would have been soon inevitable. 


31-33. Herod’s threat. 

$1-32a. Lk doubtless thought that the prediction of salva- 
tion for Gentiles roused the Pharisees to immediate action: 
hence the close connection.! 

“Fox” is so commonly used to exemplify slyness (for Jewish 
illustrations cf SB) that there is no reason here to take it in 
any other way (against the indecision of WI, JW, Ls). That is, 
Herod used a threat which he had no intention of carrying out 
as a means of ridding Galilee of Christ, and the Pharisees were 
probably in league with him (so usually). To Christ the ruse 
was self-evident, especially in view of this sudden Pharisaic so- 
licitude for His welfare. Z, however, goes too far when he 


vy. 31. 1 nueoa for wex in BSWAQ®K al pl Ko is due to misunderstanding; cf “in 
those days” in sysc. 
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argues that Herod purposed to drive Christ into the death pre- 
pared for Him in Jerusalem. 

325-33. The sense is:—‘God, not Herod, has determined 
how the short remaining space of my life shall be spent, and I 
shall go on carrying out my commission. This will, to be sure, 
involve leaving Galilee, but not for any fear of Herod.” Z sug- 
gests that in particularizing the miracles Christ described the 
only part of His work that the tetrarch would understand. 

TerELodaL is passive; the middle is extremely rare. It is 
best translated, “I shall be brought to the end (of these labors)” 
(W, cf Hz). évdéyerau in the sense “it is fitting” occurs here 
only. Its effect was probably heightened by traditions of the 
deaths of various prophets in Jerusalem. G@zroteAety1in Jas 1: 15 
only. 


(31-33) Peculiar to Lk. 

This section may be referred to Q (W), on account of the temporal 
connection (due to Lk?) at the beginning of v. 31. Its lack of direct 
interest for the apostolic age explains Mt’s omission, and also tells 
against any secondary origin; JW notes also the description of Christ 
as a ‘‘prophet.” 

WI thinks that this account is a softened version of an actual expul- 
sion of Christ from Galilee by Herod. As a matter of fact, Mk’s men- 
tion of Herod (Mk 6: 14) at the time of Christ’s departure from Gali- 
lee (Mk 6: 30-32) may have real significance, although the matter is 
too obscure for much argument. But a message such as is related here 
would have been in entire accord with Herod’s character. 

Wlalso argues for the omission of ‘‘and the third day I am perfected”’ 
and “‘today and tomorrow and” (cf JW, Ls, K). This gives a much 
smoother text, particularly as it avoids placing ‘‘being completed” 
and ‘“‘proceeding”’ both on the “‘third day.”’ This conjecture is attrac- 
tive, but the additions (if they are such) were probably made before 
the narrative reached Lk. 

Ls finds dependence on Amos 7: 10-17. But the relations are too 
slight and the passage in Amos was too obscure. 


34-35. The lament over Jerusalem. 
The connection is chiefly ad voc. “Jerusalem.” 


v.32. Wsadds nueoe after terty, with B bo lat (exc vg) sy; this is much “easier.” 
Lenttehw (WYA® al pl Ko) is the more usual verb. 
v. 33- syp’s gloss of epyatecbar after auptoy is fair exegesis. 
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34. It was in Jerusalem that Israel’s religion should have 
been purest, and yet it was from Jerusalem that there came 
the most determined opposition to Christ. This opposition 
centered in the scribes but “children of Jerusalem” cannot be 
restricted to them; Christ evidently had visited the city and 
found its inhabitants indifferent or hostile. Ls tries to avoid 
this conclusion by making “children of Jerusalem” include all 
Jews, but this is very artificial. 

The use of avt7v1 despite the surrounding verbs in the second 
person is probably Semitic. dpvis (dpmé??) in Mt’s parallel 
only. vooola only here. 

35. The “house,” the habitation of Jerusalem’s children, is 
naturally the city itself (so usually); cf Jer 12:7, where the 
“house” is Palestine. To interpret this term of the Temple is 
not natural (against Hk, Z). “Left” is “abandoned by God!” 
(so usually), while “unto you?” is a dative of disadvantage, 
“God withdraws His protection from you and from your city.” 

Lk presumably thought that the final warning? found its ful- 
filment in 19: 38 (Hz, Ls, McN), but he may have overlooked 
this and referred it all to the future—“ You have lost the prom- 
ise until the time when you acknowledge me” (W, Z, cf P). 
The subject of #£e is ypdvos or Wpa.4 Sre®> with the subjunc- 
tive is a very unusual construction; a condition is really in 
mind here. 


(34-35) Cf Mt 23: 37-30. 

(34) Lk has avoided the repetition of éxtouvéyer, but he has scarcely 
introduced the late ending -&Ga. Otherwise there is little choice be- 
tween the variants. (35) ‘‘Desolate”’ is doubtful even in Mt; it was 
introduced from Jer 22:5, as “left”? seemed to need supplementing. 
an’ Gott is ‘‘Matthean,” and Mt has simplified the construction. Wl 
surmises that the original Aramaic was ‘‘until he come unto whom ye 
shall say.” This would be clear, but it would be impossible after “ye 
shall not see me” (Hk). 


v. 34. lautoy in x*; lat sy have “thee.” 2So xWD (Ti). 

Vv. 35. lepnwos is certainly a gloss here (om BNWLAKII al pl), and probably in 
Mt also, but it is a correct gloss. ? Omitted because misunderstood in 2 minn pl X 
sys. * Ti omits and WH bracket the initial d¢ (om x*L sa latt syc). 4a b f syc sup- 
ply “day.” ® The omission of n&et ote (WH, with BL sa bo R syp) is much the 
“easier”? reading. Some minn correct with otav. 
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Lk’s position for this saying is strained, while in Mt it comes in nat- 
urally at the end of the woes on the Pharisees. Mt is doubtless original 
(W, Hk, cf Ls); Lk could not use this at the end of his eleventh chapter 
but he has brought it in at the first appropriate point. The saying may 
very well belong originally to the time just before the Passion (as in 
Mt). 

Hk (following Strauss) argues that vv. 34-35¢ in Q were part of the 
words of ‘‘Wisdom” (Lk 11: 49) quoted by Christ. This is conceiv- 
able, but it has nothing special to commend it. Hk’s chief argument is 
that in the Old Testament the mother-bird is a common figure for God 
(Ps 17: 8, etc) but this does not tell against the use of the same figure 
by Christ, and there is a sharp break between Lk 11: 51 (Mt 23: 36) 
and this apostrophe to Jerusalem. The contents of the saying need no 
defence; nothing is more certain than Christ’s conviction that His 
teaching alone could protect the people from the coming evils. Cf McN. 

WI discovers a connection between éxtouvéar and cuvaywyy (!). 


CHAPTER XIV 


1-6. A new section is begun with a Sabbath controversy, 
similar in many ways to that of 13: 10-17. Here the invitation 
to the meal introduces the “table talk” that follows. 

1. The construction is extraordinarily Semitic, and avtoé 
has no accent (against W). “Ruler of the? Pharisees” is unique; 
it probably means “a leading Pharisee” (so usually), but “a 
ruler who was a Pharisee” is possible (Z, K). 

2. This sentence is very badly put together; 4s in place of 
tls would have been a great improvement.! é5o0? as in 13:11; 
P overemphasizes it. 

3. The Pharisee’s guests were from his own class. ‘“An- 
swering”’ must mean “replying to their evident hostile purpose”; 
the man was brought in to entrap Christ. Christ asks simply 
about the legality of a Sabbath healing, without raising the 
moral question involved; contrast 6:9. The lawyers appear to 
have dreaded a discussion. 


v. 1. 1 Ferr (pl) omit ev tw, while lat sy have “when he entered.” 2 WH bracket 
the article (om BxK*). 

v. 2. 1 The omission of tt¢ in D minn latt sys hardly helps. A minn omit ny. ?Om 
$a sysc. 
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4, émiAapBdvecOa,! “take hold of,” is used here only as an 
act in a healing. amédvoev, “sent him out of the house.” 

5. As in 13:15 Christ appeals merely to the naturalness of 
His act. The Talmud (Shab. 1175) states that the legality of 
such succor was disputed. The question contains an anacolou- 
thon, cf 11:11. avaomdGy in Acts 11: 10 only. 

6. avtaroxpivecOau' in Rom g: 20 only. 


(1-6) Peculiar to Lk. 

From L; cf éyéveto év t (with aorist infinitive) . . . xat adtol Hoa 
(with participle), and the Semitic construction of the whole section. (1) 
W, Ls suspect that the final clause is a Lukan reminiscence of Mk 3: 2 
(= Lk 6:7), but the style is not Lukan. (3) Again reminiscences of 
Mk are possible (W, Hz). (4) éxtAauBd&vecbat and taco are “Lukan.”’ 
(5) For jpéea tod caGG&érou cf 13:14. This logion is paralleled in Mt 
12:11, but in such a different wording as to indicate different traditions 
(W thinks of Q for Mt). Hz, JW hold that this verse is a variant of 
13:15 but this is not at all necessary. 

Hz, WI regard both this section and 13: 10-17 as mere variants of 
Mk 3:1-6. But healing was an important part of Christ’s work, and 
the legality of Sabbath cures was an important matter of principle to 
Him; that His controversy with the Pharisees on this matter was lim- 
ited to a single occasion is obviously impossible, and there is not the 
slightest reason why tradition should not have preserved more instances 
than one. And the logion in Mk has little in common with those in L. 

In L this section evidently formed a ‘‘pair” with 13: 10-17 (cf Ls), 
for the intervening matter in Lk is from Q; cf the pair of Sabbath con- 
troversies in Mk 2: 23-3:6. Lk separated the two, so as to avoid 
monotony (cf JW). In L they followed 11:54 and continued the 
Pharisaic controversies (the structure of Lk 12: 1-13: 9 is built on Q). 
They obviously stand much too late in the Ministry, but this is due to 
L’s topical order. 

The older commentators (and Z) explained the appearance of these 
sections at this point by the hypothesis of a ‘‘Perean”’ ministry, in 
which Christ began His controversies afresh (! ). 


7-11. On rank. 


v. 4. ! An object is supplied variously. 

v. 5. Tireads anoxptQers after the first xxt (against Bx° L sa bo DK al pl latt 
sy). Sd revives the reading ovog for urog (x 33 L 579 bo 1 Ferr 157 KIT minn syj 
X latt vg sys). © syc have both terms; D has rpoBatoy. Before nuepa Sd inserts 
7 in brackets (against Bx bo 157 minn). 

y. 6. ! The first preposition in the compound is dropped in sDA minn, 
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The healing of the dropsied man occurred as soon as Christ 
entered the house. His act and His rebuke were suffered to 
pass in silence and the guests took their places at table, as if 
nothing had happened. Cf critical notes. 
~ %. Oriental etiquette is exceedingly punctilious about matters 
of precedence and aggrieved guests do not hesitate to voice 
their complaints, but the final decision naturally rests with the 
host. After éwéywv1 (here only in this sense) scl Tov voor. 
“Parable” is used rather broadly for the following explicit di- 
rections, but Lk may have seen a “higher meaning” of some 
sort (Hz, Ls). 

8. The “parable” is simply an expansion of Prov 25: 6f. 
For Ydpous! cf 12:36; if “marriage” (W, Jl, P, Ls) is right 
here, it is used because marriage banquets were the most formal. 
Perhaps Lk thought of entrance into Christianity. 

9. As all the guests had taken their seats, only the very 
“lowest” place would be open. W (cf P) notes that “begin!” 
marks the first moment of embarrassment, but the verb is often 
used loosely. 

10. The indicative épe?! after tva is most unclassical, but cf 
20:10. P contends that iva denotes Christ’s purpose in giving 
the advice, not the disciple’s purpose in choosing the lowest 
seat. But cf critical notes. 

11. A final generalization gives an unexpected religious turn 
to the advice. The future may have eschatological force 
(against W). 


(7-11) Peculiar to Lk. 

From L; cf doxecbat in v. 9, and d&vantntety and 86& inv. 10. (7) 
Lk may have written this whole verse, to establish a connection with 
the preceding section (so usually). The situation is awkward (cf exe- 
getical notes), and the saying that follows is perfectly general. Hz 
(cf W) notes that this criticism of the guests at another man’s table is 
in dubious taste. Aéyery xapaGBorhy is “Lukan,” and Lk is fond of 
éxhéyecba (cf on 6: 13); this verse perhaps contains a reminiscence of 
Mk 12: 39. 

(8-10) xataxAfvery in v. 8 and éviémtov and the dative in v. 10 are 


v. 7. !sysc omit. v. 8. 1sa b omit. v. 9. 1D af sysc have eon. 
vy. 10.1 So Bx 33 L 579 @N minn X; otherwise etry, 
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“Lukan.” Jl seems perfectly right in asserting that this saying was 
never meant as parabolic. W1 conjectures, very plausibly, that this 
was a ‘“‘non-religious” saying of Christ’s; it seems to have been uttered 
with more than a touch of humor. 

(11) This verse agrees almost verbally with Mt 23: 12 (cf Lk 18: 14). 
It is a reminiscence of Q, added by Lk to give a religious ending. In 
comparison with Mt’s form Lk has avoided ott¢ and has introduced 
the participles. 


12-14. On choice of guests. 

12. Lk does not call the following saying a “parable,” and 
the drav (“whenever”) leaves little doubt that he meant it to 
be taken quite seriously; “The only banquets Christians should 
give are feasts for the poor.’ P’s translation of the present 
imperative by “do not habitually call” is no more indicated than 
in 12: 7, 22, 29, 32, etc. But cf critical note. 

This is the only New Testament instance of dwvety in this 
sense, which is rare in Greek. avtamddopa (LXX) only in the 
quotation in Rom 11:9. avtixadetv here only. 

13. For d0y7 cf 5:29; the word may designate either a noon 
(apiorov) or an evening (Se?7rvov) meal. avdzretpos (cf v. 21) 
is not known elsewhere, but it is only a variant of the common 
form avdmnpost; it may be distinguished from ywAds by its 
root-meaning, “lacking a member,” “crippled” (Z). 

14, This is Lk’s only instance of avtamodiddvar, W, Hz 
think that “resurrection of the righteous” is distinguished from 
a corresponding “resurrection of the unrighteous” (cf Jl) but 
this is probably too reflected (Z, cf P). 


(12-14) Peculiar to Lk. 

The close connection with the preceding section points to L as the 
source, as does the special interest. And for detotov (v.12) cf 11:37; 
for ovyyevis (v. 12) cf 1:36. éyew with the infinitive (v. 14) is “Lu- 
kan.” 

A general saying of Christ’s has been turned into a concrete precept 
by the insertion of “‘to him that had bidden him” in v. 12. This inser- 
tion was very easy, but it was most infelicitous; not only did it make 


v.13. Tihas the order rot. 50x. (against Bx 33 bo). 1Very commonly read. 
v.14. For yap Ti treads Se, with x* 1 22 FerraN 157 minn latt sysc; it is much 


“easier.” 
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Christ utter a most untimely criticism of His host (W), but it over- 
looks the fact that He approved banquets where no such principle of 
selection prevailed (5:29). The addition may have been the work of 
either Lk or of L, but Lk is probably responsible (cf on v. 7). 

The saying is precisely in the style of 6: 32-35, and is to be inter- 
preted in the same way. “Hospitality for the sake of a recompense 
has no ‘thank.’” 


15-24. The ungracious guests. 

The banquet scene is concluded with a banquet parable. 

15. The mention of the resurrection in v. 14 called forth an 
exclamation which may be paraphrased, “ Would that blessed 
time were here!” 

16. “Eat bread” is taken up by “supper” in Christ’s para- 
ble, which warns against too facile a hope of admission to the 
Kingdom. So Lk must have meant “but” to convey a touch of 
blame (against Jl). Note the tenses, “as part of his varied 
preparations” (imperfect!) “he invited” (aorist). 

17. The custom of summoning previously invited guests still 
exists in the Orient. But for such a large company many ser- 
vants would have been needed; to Lk the “servant!” is alle- 
gorical of Christ. But the 767? (not = “now”) is curious. Jl 
renders it “earlier than was planned,” but in this case the host 
could not complain if his guests were unprepared. Probably it 
is allegorical, “the Kingdom is coming before you expected it.” 

18. “Began” is rather pointless (against P). The unique com- 
bination ard plas may be supplemented with #pas (W, Jl), 
yveouns (Z), Wuxiis, or perhaps 0600; WI regards it as an Ara- 
maicism = “immediately.” The first guest puts his plea very 
courteously because his words will be repeated to the master; 
Jl thinks out of respect for the servant. “See”; “look it over 
and make necessary arrangements” (P supplies too much). éye 
Me TrapyTnMévov is scarcely a Latinism but it certainly is not 
good Greek. 

v. 16. !So Bx 1 minn R; the aorist is a correction. 

v.17. WHm, Sd read epyecbar, with NLA 579 bo D 28 AK al minn vg sysc; it 
seems to be “harder” than the indicative. 13 minn read ott epy. WYADA al pl 
Ko read mavta eotty (or in reverse order); B has simply ecttvy (WH non mg, Ws, 


Sdm); xL 579 OR have etoty (WHm, Ti, Sd). B’s text is certainly the “hardest.” 
1 Pluralized in P. *Om sa af a; sy presuppose te (so syj); sys ends with “come.” 


XIV, 12-24 229 


19-20. The second guest’s politeness is slighter (“I go”), 
while the third takes no trouble to preserve the amenities. These 
three refusals are supposed to indicate the style of the others. 

21. The city beggars,' at least, will be glad to share in the 
banquet and the servant is sent to find them in their customary 
haunts. Lk (of course) thought of the poorer classes in Israel, 
who accepted the message that the religious leaders declined. 
For mAatelas kal pvyas cf Isa 15:3. The mAaretar were the 
open places in the city, chiefly near the gates, as well as the 
“streets.” 

22. The execution of the command? is taken for granted. 

23. The remaining space is to be filled with vagrants, who 
can be found sleeping under hedges; the Gentile mission is ob- 
viously implied. Lk does not describe the completion of the 
servant’s task, possibly because the mission was still in prog- 
ress. “Compel” by persuasion; a single servant could not 
have used force (Jl). This verse completes the parable. 

24. The moral is drawn in words addressed to the guests of 
v. 7 (W, Hz, Z). Ji, P prefer to regard this verse as part of the 
master’s declaration to his servant, but “unto you” tells against 
this. That Christ here reveals His Messiahship (“my supper’’) 
would not have been noticed by Lk; cf critical note. Lk nat- 
urally thought of the rejection of the mass of Israel. 


(15-24) Cf Mt 22: 1-14. 

If the obviously allegorical features are omitted from both Lk and 
Mt, the original form of the parable can be reconstructed with little 
difficulty. 

(15) Cf below. (16) Mt (v. 2) has introduced God, Christ, and the 
Messianic Banquet almost without disguise. This has made Lk’s “‘bade 
many” needless (Jl). (17) Mt has the plural ‘‘servants” which is dis- 
tinctly preferable (Jl, Ls, Hk?); Mt doubtless saw an allegory in this 
plural (“the prophets” ?) but Lk’s singular does not suit the parable 
(cf exegetical note). Ls notes also the plural Syitv in v. 24. But Mt’s 
second mission of the servants is allegory (W, Jl, Hz), perhaps taken 


v. 21. ! To the list sys adds “and the outcasts.” 

v. 22. 1 For eretaéac 579 28 1 Ferr minn al read xpocetatac, A has uretakac, 
Sd’s €1444 has exeAcucac, syj (a) has “said”; the variation is curious. 

vy. 24. avOewrwy for avdewy (x bo D af) or the omission of avdpwy (sa) are correc- 


tions. 


230 ST. LUKE 


from the Vineyard parable (Mt 21 : 36); Mt thought of the Baptist and 
Christ, or of the apostles. In Mt the messengers make a long announce- 
ment, based on Prov g: 2; Mt presumably has expanded (W, Ls). But 
Lk’s %3y is an addition (Jl), if it is not simply bad Greek. 

(18-20) Jl thinks that these verses are a Lukan expansion of Mt 
v. 5. But they are perfectly natural in the story; Mt has shortened to 
compensate for his allegorical additions. épwt&v and &tepog are “Lu- 
kan.” In v. 20 Hz discovers an allusion to 1 Cor 7:33. (21a) Mt vv. 
6-7 is an obvious allegorical addition, which has made this sentence 
impossible; Lk has revised it (rapaylvecOar and &dnayyéAAety are “Lu- 
kan”) but it must have stood in the parable. (21b) Mt has used the 
mention of ‘“‘wrath” in his v. 7, and in v. 8 he makes God pronounce 
the formal reprobation of the Jewish leaders. But Lk has revised the 
directions to the servants, so as to prepare for the second mission in 
v. 23; hence the addition of ‘of the city” and the expansion from v. 13. 
The original probably read much as in Mt v. 9. 

(22-23) An obvious expansion, to extend the allegory to cover the 
Gentile mission. But v. 23 retains the older wording (cf Mt v. 9) of 
the (only) charge given to the servants. The original parable probably 
concluded with Mt v. 10 (with “house” in place of ‘‘wedding,” and 
omitting “‘both bad and good”’); Lk has a reminiscence of this in “‘ that 
my house may be filled.” 

(24) Ls thinks that this verse was part of Lk’s source. But, if so, the 
allegory had affected the source, for the guests in the parable had no 
desire to taste the host’s dinner. It is best to treat the verse as an 
addition of Lk’s, in which Christ speaks; cf exegetical note. &vje is 
“TLukan.” 

It appears, then, that Lk’s form of this parable approximates the 
original much more closely than Mt’s; in fact, the addition of vv. 21b- 
22 is about the only important enlargement in Lk. But Li’s source is 
uncertain. The variations in Lk’s and Mt’s versions are too great to 
make a common Greek source probable, and the easiest supposition 
is that the parable reached the Evangelists through different transla- 
tions. W identifies Lk’s source with L, but there are no traces of L’s 
vocabulary (apart from &pyecba in v. 18). The “supper” context 
accounts for Lk’s introducing the parable at this point, and v. 15 is 
consequently a Lukan transition verse. And the resemblance between 
v. 13 and v. 21b shows that the reference to the Gentile mission is like- 
wise from Lk’s own hand. 

The parable is certainly authentic; the additions in both Lk and Mt 
show how differently the later church would have worded it. In form 
and teaching it may be associated with the Vineyard parable (as Mt 
saw), but it is much less allegorical. It must have been spoken after 
Christ’s final breach with the scribes. 
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25-35. On the difficulties of discipleship. 

This section appears to have been introduced as an intentional 
contrast to vv. 21, 23. God, to be sure, calls men freely every- 
where. But His call is one that makes supreme demands. 

25. Cf 7:9, 11. “Turned” is used as though “followed” had 
preceded. The crowds contained many who laid more or less 
superficial claim to discipleship. 

26. This “hatred” of course is to exist only where there is 
interference with devotion to Christ. yuvy7! is “life,” simply; 
the Christian must always be ready for martyrdom. Hz thinks 
that “hate his father” contains anti-Jewish polemic, but he 
forgets that Yuy7v follows also. 

27. Cf on 9: 23. 

28-32. “Since discipleship is so difficult, no one should under- 
take it without full deliberation; a lesson that is taught by 
things of common life.” The order of the illustrations may 
have been suggested by Prov 24: 3-6. 

28. A “tower” might be a very simple structure, such as 
was used by the caretaker of a vineyard (Mk 12:1). “Sit 
down” merely emphasizes the man’s deliberation; Jl supplies 
too much when he explains “sitting down to write.” wydifew 
in Rey. 13:18 only. Samdvy! and amapticpes only here. 

29-30. dpfwvrat! (not p~aTo) is redundant and Semitic. 
éxteXetv here only. 

31. The question the king asks is by no means idle, for geo- 
graphical conditions, better trained troops, etc, might justify 
him in fighting. “Take counsel”; “will hold a council of war.” 
The instrumental use of €v is loose. 

32. mpeoBela in 19: 14 only. 

v. 26. exutov in BL 157 RI’ minn (so WH, Sd) is probably an intensification of 
the usual wutov. 1 Whether the possessive should precede (Ti, Sd) or follow (WH, 
BE oe te is indeterminate, as is beginning the clause with Se (Ti, Sd) or te 


v. 27. bo 69 M* I'R minn sys omit this verse, doubtless through homeeoteleuton 
(u.abnt™m>). 

v. 28. 1 lat (exc af) syp pluralize. 

v. 29. !1Om (paraphrasing) sa D f sysc. 

y. 32. WH non mg omits ta before xeoc, with Bx*I" minn latt (?); in v. 28 the 
omission of the article before et¢ is much more certain. WHm also suggest etc for 
moos (BEIT minn). 
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33. The connection is not very good, and “therefore!” really 
returns to v. 27. Jl, Ls note that this verse presupposes a par- 
able reading in some such way as, “Who would not rather sell 
all that he has than be mocked for failure in his work?” a7ro- 
tdooerat, “renounces,” does not mean “gives away,” without 
qualification, any more than MiceZ in v. 26 means “hates,” 
without qualification. 

Lk would certainly have endorsed the doctrine that refusal 
to be baptized is better than apostasy. Cf Hbr 6: 4 ff; 10: 29 ff, 
2 Pettis 2%, 

34-35. The ovv! is again somewhat loose, and it may be ren- 
dered “therefore this comparison is true.” (Jl). If a man em- 
bracing discipleship fails to profit by it, he becomes utterly 
worthless. W, Jl think that “salt”? symbolizes the disciples’ 
wholesome action on the world, but this is rather remote. 
Worthless salt cannot even be used as a fertilizer, the lowliest 
function of things serviceable to men. The idea of “saltless” 
salt may have been suggested by some spurious article of com- 
merce (magnesia?). The final adjuration simply heightens the 
warning, without pointing to any esoteric meaning. 


(25-27) Cf Mt 10: 37-38; Mk 8: 33-34 (cf on Lk 9: 23); Mk ro: 29. 

v. 27 is paralleled fairly closely in Mt 10: 38; note especially the 
common negative form, in contrast to Mk 8:34. But between v. 26 
and Mt to: 37 the resemblance is very superficial, scarcely extending 
beyond the general substance. And v. 25 has no parallel ai all in Mt, 
showing that Lk has added a verse (v. 27) from Q to a saying (vv. 25-26) 
taken from a different source. This source was L; cf oteagefs and 
ptcety, while Lk’s other instances of cuvropedecbat are all from L (cf 
on 7:11). Note also the heightened tone of v. 26. The curious resem- 
blance between the situation in v. 25 and that in Mk 8: 33-34 is as 
yet unexplained, but Lk may have enlarged L with a reminiscence of 
Mk. 

(25) JW finds the idea of a ‘‘ Messianic procession” in this verse, but 
this is no more indicated than in 7:11. Still, Lk may have thought of 
the Christian church, with its numbers increasing more rapidly than 
its devotion. (26) Lk and Mt are so different that they may even rep- 
resent two distinct sayings of Christ. If they have a common (Aramaic) 


v. 33. 'Om WA. v. 34. }Om WYAD al pl Ko. 


XIV, 25-35 233 


original, Lk seems the more primitive version; cf Mt 5: 29; 6: 24 (JW, 
Ls). And Mt’s version has been more or less Christianized through the 
(unique) phrase wou &&tos, while JW notes that Lk’s rejection of would- 
be disciples seems earlier than Mt’s mention of degenerate believers. 
There is some similarity* between Lk here and Mk ro: 29, but not 
enough to indicate dependence, especially as in this part of the Gospel 
LK is not using Mk (against Hk, McN). 

JW thinks that Lk has introduced “‘and wife” through ascetic mo- 
tives; this is possible but not especially indicated. Cf on 18: 29. ‘‘His 
life” is paralleled in Mt 10: 39, and Lk may have taken the phrase 
from Q. But he omitted the rest of Mt 10: 39, because its substance 
has been given in 9: 23 from Mk (W, Ls). 

These two verses (vv. 25 f) may very well have followed v. 14 in L, 
so as to give a contrasted theme. v. 26 has really a triple tradition 
(Q, L, and Mk), and its genuineness may be taken for granted. It ex- 
hibits, doubtless, a very “high” self-consciousness, but without such a 
self-consciousness Christ cannot be conceived at all. Such a declaration 
must belong to a very late stage of the ministry (JW, cf Ls). 

(27) Ls notes that this verse is something of a ‘‘surcharge”’ on the 
narrative and that it may be removed without prejudice to the con- 
text; this is a further argument for the change of source here. Baotd&ter 
heightens slightly (Hk), and Zpyetat is from v. 26 (W). Hk thinks that 
Lk’s final clause is original (cf above on Mt’s form), and that the end- 
ing of v. 25 has been conformed to the phrase here. 

Tn their use of this verse both Lk and Mt (and doubtless Q as well) 
must have thought of the Crucifixion, but cf on 9: 23. W. C. Allen 
(International Critical Commentary on Mt) observes that “‘cross” can 
be replaced by ‘‘yoke”’ without altering the sense. 

(28-33) From L; cf éyrattew (v. 29) and the needless use of 
&pyecbar (v. 29). And xéppw (v. 32) recurs only in 24: 28 (L; cf 
xégowbey in 17: 12, also L), while xpeaGela (v. 32) recurs only in 19: 14 
(L); neither word is found in Acts. &repog (v. 31), gowta&y (v. 32), and 
dadexety (v. 33) are “Lukan.” 

These wonderfully simple parables are inimitably in Christ’s style 
(Jl); for the thought cf 8:6 f; 11: 25f. Jl suggests that Christ did not 
despair entirely of the salvation of those who could not follow His 
commands. On v. 33 cf exegetical notes. This verse may have been 
added by L or by Lk, but it may also be entirely authentic. 

(34-35) Ci Mt 5:13; Mk 9: 50. 

(34) Mt’s introductory clause is allegorical, and adapts the saying 
to the Sermon on the Mount (so usually, not Hk). Lk’s doetbety is 
supported by Mk. (35) Hk thinks Mt is original, but Lk is far more 
concrete and “homely” with his ‘‘land . . . dunghill.”” And neither 
the asyndeton after éotty nor the impersonal plural B&AAovstwy is in 
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Lk’s style. Hk calls e68etos “Lukan,” but Lk’s only other instance of 
the word is in 9: 62 and it does not occur in Acts; “Lukan” could be 
used much more truly for Mt’s toxydety. 

The saying is perhaps a common proverb, specially applied by Christ 
(McN). Its original place in Q is uncertain, but the agreement of Lk 
and Mt (cf Mk also) as to its application shows that it must have 
stood in a “discipleship” context. 


CHAPTER XV 


This fifteenth chapter is composed of three parables, all turn- 
ing about the word “lost” and all teaching the same moral. 
The connection with the preceding chapter appears to be by 
contrast (cf on 14: 25 ff). 

1-7. The lost sheep. 

1-2. Cf on 5:30; 7:29f. “All!” is obviously hyperbolic. 
In v. 2 the appearance of “eateth with them” is unexpected. 
dcayoyybfev (“LXX”) in 19:7 only. 

3. The singular apaBonnv is curious, for two parables follow 
without a break. Cf critical notes. 

4, A hundred sheep formed only a small flock, such as would 
be owned by a poor man unable to afford a herdsman (Jl). 
“Wilderness” here is “pasture”; the flock is of course supposed 
to be in safety.1 Note the rather unusual sense of é7rl.2 

6. In his happiness the man shouts aloud and calls for his 
friends’ congratulations. 

7. The psychology of the situation is accurately described, 
for “joy” is a special emotion that can be produced only by 
some special occurrence. The shepherd might feel normal con- 
tentment in the possession of his flock and he naturally would 
have been better satisfied if none of the sheep had wandered, 
but he could experience joy only through such an event as this. 
The application of this human psychology to God involves a 

v. 1. 10m W latt vg sys. 

v. 4. Ws adopts the subjunctive eroAeon (B*D) as “harder,” and argues that 
this involves reading also D’s og efet for exwv (cf lat [exc vg] “qui habet”). 2D 
(cf b c ffz) may have thought egrnot a gentler term than xataAetmet. % etc and 


™eos in minn; sa bo af a substitute ‘‘seeking”; D reads aweAOwv to atoAwAos Cytet 
(cf sy). 
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bold anthropomorphism, which is softened only in form by the 
circumlocution “heaven.” 


The moral is that God deems every soul worth searching 
for; the Pharisees erred in thinking a publican beneath atten- 
tion. Whether any “righteous” existed is irrelevant; the ad- 
jective is certainly not applied to the Pharisees in sarcasm. Cf 
on 5: 32. 


(1-2) From L; cf éyy(ew (v. 1) and duaptwadse (vv. 1, 2), while on 
Stayoyybtery (v. 2) cf 5:30. In L this was the preface to vv. 11 ff, so 
explaining the singular “parable” (W), which Lk has forgotten to 
modify. “And eats with them” is doubtless a reminiscence of 5: 30. 

(3-7) Cf Mt 18: 12-14. 

Mt has used this parable in a long discourse on the duty of bearing 
with “‘little ones,” which is based on Mk 9: 33-50. As Mt’s context is 
obviously artificial (so usually, not W), a certain a@ priori preference 
may be given Lk. 

(4) Mt’s cf duty doxet; is ‘Matthean,” and is a gloss to gain con- 
nection, while Lk’s tig é€ duav is in regular Q style (11: 11; 12: 25). 
Lk would not have altered Mt’s possessive dative; Q probably had 
#e:. But Lk has given @y an emphatic position, while his éroAécac¢ 
. . . &émodwAdc looks forward to vv. 8, 24. Mt’s ‘‘on the mountains” is 
much more Palestinian than Lk’s “‘in the wilderness”; Lk has ex- 
plained. And Lk probably thought Mt’s xopeu@elc Gyntet needlessly 
redundant (W, Jl, Hk). Lk’s final clause appears in Mt’s next verse 
as “‘if so be that he find it”’; Mt seems to have reflected that the search 
might be in vain. (5) The beautiful touch ‘‘layeth it on his shoulders” 
may conceivably be Lukan “ornament” (Jl, McN), but Lk does not 
often add such ornament, while Mt is fond of utilitarian brevity. Or 
Mt, half allegorizing, may have thought the detail too anthropomorphic. 
Cf W, Hk, K; although Isa 49: 22 (W) is not very relevant. 

(6) This verse has no parallel in Mt. W, Hk, McN think it a Lukan 
addition copied from v. 9; Ls (cf Jl) finds the natural conclusion of the 
parable here. The close correspondence of the form of vv. 6 and g is 
suspicious, but cuyxcAety is the only word that is at all in Lk’s own 
style (against Hk). (7) Mt (v. 13) has this verse as part of the parable, 
where the “‘joy” is that of the shepherd. Jl (cf Ls) argues that this is 
due to Mt’s allegorizing, together with a desire to avoid using “‘sin- 
ners” (out of place in Mt’s context). And, possibly, Mt may have 
wished to provide room for his own moral (v. 14). On the other hand, 
Mt’s position of the saying gives a more perfect parable (W) and 
there is something homiletic about the care with which the moral is 
drawn in Lk (Hk); such a didactic repetition is not in Christ’s manner. 
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And a reminiscence of 5: 32 and a desire to take up vv. 1-3 (cf duap- 
twA6c; also in v. 11) would have been very easy. 

As both Lk and Mt have artificial positions for this parable, its place 
in Q must remain uncertain. But it probably stood late in Q, for it 
stands late in both Lk and Mt. It offers no problems touching its 
genuineness. 


8-10. The lost coin. 

The lesson is repeated in a “twin” parable. Whether the 
woman was married or single has been much discussed but is 
perfectly immaterial. The change of proportion (1: 10 instead 
of 1: 100 as in v. 4) is merely for the sake of variety (against 
W). The “drachma” (here only) was the same as the dena- 
rius (cf on 7:41). The paraphrase for “God” is interesting. 
émrtueA@S here only. 


(8-10) Peculiar to Lk. 

This parable probably stood with the preceding in Q; Mt could not 
have used more than one without overloading his section. Cf W, Ls. 
évortov (v. 10) is “‘Lukan” and the whole verse may be a Lukan addi- 
tion. For &rcety Adyvoy (v. 8) cf on 8: 16. 


11-32. The prodigal son. 

In this “parable” the student cannot be warned too strin- 
gently against the danger of over-interpretation; the perfect 
story is told with perfect simplicity, which should not be marred 
by inquiries regarding the exact location of the far country, the 
manner of payment for the journey home, etc. 

11. The bald “but he said!” makes a rather abrupt opening; 
cf critical notes. 

12. The son’s request is made as if it were a natural occur- 
rence. It was, doubtless, not unusual for Jewish boys to seek 
a wider opportunity than Palestine afforded, and for their fa- 
thers to assist them by anticipating their inheritance; a prac- 
tice rebuked in Sir 33: 19-23. By Dt 21: 17 the younger of two 
sons would be entitled to one-third of the estate. Scacpety in 


v. 8. For ov Ti reads otov (WYAD al pl Ko); D minn have neither. 
v. 10. Ws omits the article before ayyeAwy (so B). 
v. 11. 1 Even this is omitted in 69 minn E. 

v.12. For o de Ti reads xat (against BxeL sa bo A minn). 


XV, 7-18 237 


1 Cor 12:11 only. ovoéa in v. 13 only; the change to Bios 
lends variety. 

13. “Gathered,” after turning the property into money. P 
protests that the youth should have left some of the property 
in Palestine; why? It is quite gratuitous to suppose that he is 
thought to leave his father in order to plunge into debauchery; 
Christ simply relates a common experience of youths every- 
where. ao@Tws here only.1 

14. A young man can usually support himself under normal 
conditions, but in time of famine things are different. avrdst 
has no special emphasis. Acucs here is feminine,? as in Acts 
Ir: 28; contrast 4:25. 

15. To be forced to herd swine was the deepest degradation 
for a Jew; Hz allegorizes this into a reference to Gentiles (! ). 
mopeveis is colorless (W). 

16. xepatiov, “carob,!” (ceratonia siliqua). Its pods are 
still used for fodder in Palestine, and they are often eaten by 
the poor. The narrative supposes that these pods were served 
out to the swine from a carefully guarded store, to supplement 
the insufficient field food. The prodigal of course received some 
rations from his master, but not enough to preserve life; new 
servants were cheaper than new hogs. Note the imperfects and 
the strong paraphrase for “was hungry.” sloGcos here and 
v. Ig only. 

17. eis éavtov éXOov is good Greek, but its meaning here is 
not quite evident. Perhaps, “when he could no longer deceive 
himself about his folly.”’ 

18. avactas has little accent (against P); cf v. 20. Z renders 
eis as “up to,” so obtaining for “against heaven” the sense 
“so that God knows my sin.”’ But this is too labored. And “in 
thy sight” scarcely means “against thee” (despite Jl). 

v. 13. 1sysc add ‘“‘with harlots.” 

v. 14. 1Om syjp. ? The MSS vary. latt sys omit the adjective. 

v. 16. yootacOnvat (WH) for the rather crass yewroat thy KotAtay wuToU is 
doubtless a euphemistic correction, despite Bx 33 L 579 sa D 1 Ferr R minn af f 
sycj; Whas both forms. For ex Ti has axo (WY AQal pl Ko). ! syc has the curious 
expression ‘‘carobs of the sea.”’ 


v.17. WH, Ws read xeptocevovtat (B 579 1 AP minn), against the more usual 
TEPtaceuoucty. 
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20. éavrotd! seems to be used intentionally, to indicate the 
father’s affection (W, P). “Afar 2”; near enough for the father 
to recognize the boy and see his misery. For éwémecev? xrh 
(Acts 20: 37) cf Gen 33: 4, etc. 

21. The carefully rehearsed speech of vv. 18 f was interrupted 
by the father’s impetuosity.! 

22. Whether the servants had accompanied the father or not 
is immaterial. The “best robe” is mentioned as a common ob- 
ject in every house, to be used by any member of the family on 
occasion. WI notes the Semitic use of 7p@7os.1 “A hand with- 
out a ring is as servile as a foot without a shoe” (WI). SaxTUALov 
here only. 

23. That the household should own “a” fatted calf is like- 
wise taken for granted. ovtevtds here only. Note the Jewish 
use of Oveww. 

24. The father had given up his son as dead. avatar! is a 
rare word because “returning to life” is rare. 

25-32. These verses are undoubtedly an anti-climax, and 
commentators are naturally tempted to seek an allegorical sense 
in them. But such a meaning is very difficult to find. v. 31 
quite excludes taking the eldest son as a Pharisee, no matter 
whether the interpretation be referred to Christ or to Lk. Yet 
P, Z uphold this opinion; Z even arguing that Lk hoped for the 
Pharisees’ conversion. And v. 29 tells equally against finding 
a contrast between Jewish and Gentile Christianity in the 
parable, for no Jewish Christian would complain that God had 
never done anything for Israel. In fact, the assumed allegory 
appears to be non-existent (cf Lg). 

The teaching of these verses is the same as in v. 6. A father 
appreciates the devotion of an obedient son, but this habitual 
relation does not stir up joy. And understanding of the parable 


v. 20. !So WH, Ws, Sdm, with BWYA x A al minn QSEG. ? ou paxpav (Y 33 
PX) is a correction. * eyexecey in D; simple verb in W al pl. 

v. 21. Ti, Sdm have the order autw o vtoc (against BL 579 [autou] sa bo x 157 
minn). 1Bx 33 DU minn (WH in brackets) continue as in v. 19, but this is obvi- 
ously a correction. 

v. 22, Ti omits tayu (against BNL sa bo D 157 minn X lat sysc). 1sa has “good.” 

v. 24. 1 e€ncev in B 579 (WHm) is a simplification. 
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has been hampered by supposing that the father is a figure for 
God. This is of course untrue; the father is not meant to rep- 
resent God directly, and the parable even seems to have pur- 
posely represented him as somewhat niggardly. If a faulty hu- 
man father, none too generous towards his sons, is so moved 
by the return of a prodigal, who can measure God’s welcome 
of an erring child? 

25. P glosses “in the field” with “doing his duty but in no 
loving spirit.”” This is wholly gratuitous. 

The father and the prodigal are thought of as reclining at 
table and being entertained by professional musicians and 
dancers; the instructions implied in “make merry” have been 
carried out liberally. Persons with musical ability were doubt- 
less to be found in every village, and were in demand for funer- 
als as well as for festivities; cf Mt 9:23. osuvpwvia and yopds 
here only; WI thinks the former noun is the name of an instru- 
ment! (the bagpipe ?), as in Dnl 3: 5, to. 

26. The optative is correctly used, but the av1 is poor Greek; 
the question in the direct form was a simple inquiry for facts. 
In Acts 10:17 the particle is more defensible. 

27. wytalovta, “in health,’ without further implications. 

28. A father will often forgive offences that a brother will not 
pardon. wapekdXet is probably inceptive, “began to . . .” 

29. As the son’s assertion of his past fidelity is undisputed 
and even approved by the father, reflections such as P’s “the 
blind self-complacency of the Pharisee” are entirely beside the 
mark. And the complaint is entirely just (Lg just misses seeing 
this). P, however, turns even this into an indictment of the 
young man, “He wants to enjoy himself apart from his father” 
Gy: 

WI finds that his words contradict “divided his living” in 
v. 12, but this son thinks of his portion as still in his father’s 
hands (Jl). 


v. 25. !syp has “he heard many (persons).” 

v. 26. !Om xW al pl Ko (Ti). 

v. 29. After matot WH add autov (BD Ferr al pl). The diminutive eptgroy in 
B (WHm) exaggerates. 
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30. “Thy son”; he avoids saying “my brother,” and “this” 
adds to the tone of contempt. If “harlots!” is “mere conjec- 
ture” (P), it must have been remarkably near the truth (v. 13). 
The son’s concern for his father’s property,? even after it had 
been given to his brother, is perfectly filial. 

31-32. The father’s reply acknowledges the justice of the 
reproach in words that are meant to comfort. There is no touch 
of blame in his answer, and his “it was meet!” is even some- 
what apologetic (W1); his affection for his eldest son has always 
been so much a matter of fact that it never seemed to need 
demonstration. But, whatever may have been the case, the 
return of the prodigal was an event of so extraordinary a kind 
as to justify any display of emotion. 

The parable may even be taken to hint that the prodigal’s 
return aroused an apathetic father to a sense of his duty. This 
detail of course was not meant to be allegorized. 


(11-32) Peculiar to Lk. 

From L; cf xat aités and foarte (v. 14), anéyerv (= “be distant’’) 
and orAayvitecbar (v. 20), éyyGew with &¢ (v. 25), drodauBdvery (v. 
27). And the teaching of the parable illustrates a special interest 
of L. 

(11) The abrupt efxey 5¢ marks the return to L (cf 4: 24); in the 
source the parable followed v. 3 directly. The parable throughout uses 
parataxis with Semitic frequency (Jl); x«¢ predominates until v. 20 and 
dé thereafter, suggesting that Lk has revised unsystematically. (13) 
The balanced style suggests Lukan redaction, but gro8nucty is not a 
Lukan word. (15) xopevOels is Semitic, but réurety is ‘“Lukan.”’ (16) 
The attraction of éy is “Lukan.” (17) Wl notes that a Jew would have 
written the first.phrase ‘‘when he returned to God,” and Lk may have 
glossed. (18) dvact&s and évbmtoy are both ‘‘Lukan,” but neither of 
them is used in a specially Greek sense. And the use of odpavic is quite 
Jewish. (20) dvact&s is ‘‘Lukan,”’ but cf on v. 18. (21) For évértoy 
cf on v. 18. (23) Lk would not have used @JUety in this sense. (24) 
%o&avto here is necessary and should not be counted as an L term. 

(25-32) Wl regards these verses as a later addition, and JW, Ls 
hesitate. But cf exegetical notes. In any case this section stood in L. 

Nore. Theological reflection on the necessity of atonement, etc, 


v. 30. 1 WHm prefix the article (LDA al). ?D (cf af) emphasizes with rayte. 
v. 32. Tiomits the xat before aroAwAus (with NL bo D@ x Ferr al lat); the omis- 
sion appears to be a refinement. !syp adds nuac, which rather spoils the point. 
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must not be allowed to weaken the moral of this parable, which teaches 
God’s eagerness to welcome any returning sinner immediately. Later 
Christianity would have worded the story very differently. On the 
other hand, it is almost equally unjust to isolate the parable as con- 
taining by itself the entire “heart” of Christ’s teaching; Z’s comments 
are admirable. 


CHAPTER XVI 


This chapter is fairly homogeneous, with its two parables 
treating of the abuse of riches and the intermediate connecting 
verses on the same theme. But the transition from ch 15 to 
ch 16 is painfully sharp, although Lk insists on the identity of 
the situation; cf the bald “and” in v. 1 and perhaps “all these 
things” in v. 14 (q. v.). P thinks that the anti-Pharisaic theme 
of ch 15 is continued, and this is probably the best explanation, 
even though vv. 1-8 are not designedly anti-Pharisaic. Z notes 
that “wasting” (Scacxoprifev) is common to 15:13 and 16:1, 
so suggesting an ad voc. connection. Jl, Ls speak of a transition 
from the “lost” to the “poor,” but this is not very evident. 
Cf critical notes. 

1-8. The incompetent steward. 

1, The disciples are addressed in the hearing of the Pharisees'; 
cf 12:1. The “steward” here is a man hired to manage a large 
estate; contrast 12:42. The charge (of incompetence, not dis- 
honesty) made against him is obviously true, and the steward 
makes no attempt to defend himself. 8¢a8dAev here only. 

2. Té would naturally be taken as “what?”; resolve tf éotw 
TovTO 6 axovw; a retiring steward makes up his account as a 
matter of course, and the narrative does not reflect on auditing, 
possible prosecution, etc. ovcovopetv here only. 

3. érrattety in 18: 35 only. 

4, éyvev is a “dramatic” aorist, “I have found out!” The 
subject of “receive” is supplied from what follows. 


v. 1. 1 The xat is omitted in minn pl VS latt syp sa; sysc have “again.” 
y. 2. Ws reads the aorist duvyoy, against BsWD® 1 Ferr minn sy. 
v. 3. syc has “work” for “dig.” 
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5. éva Exaorov,’ “without exception”; the phrase does not 
mean “one by one,” although the steward would naturally have 
sought privacy in these interviews. How the men had incurred 
their debts is quite immaterial (against W, Wl). The steward 
could of course learn from his accounts how much each owed, 
so his questions are asked simply for the information of the 
reader; other interpretations lead to great complexity. 

6. The Baros,! “bath” (here only), or M2 contained probably 
8-9 gallons. The steward holds the ypduparta,? which are in the 
debtor’s handwriting. He hands them over with the request 
that a copy be made, containing smaller figures. “Quickly” is 
best taken with “write®” (not “sit down”); “write quickly” 
new document (not “alter the amount in the old one”). 

7. The «épos, “cor” (here only), or 1D contained probably 
to-11 bushels. The change in the proportion of the reduction 
is only for variety. 

The narrative takes for granted that all the other debtors 
were treated in a like favorable manner. So the steward gained 
a large number of grateful friends, to whom he could look for 
support in the future. 

8. By vv. 1, 3, 5 and by “I” in v. 9, the “lord” to Lk could 
be only the master in the parable, although his discovery of the 
trick and his easy good-nature are unexplained. Cf critical 
notes. ¢poviwas here only. THs adcKlas is of course a Hebraism. 

The second 87¢! is difficult. W1 takes it as a Hebraism (apd), 
“saying.” W (cf Jl, P) refers the following words to Christ, and 
explains, “I relate this parable, because it shows how. . .” 
Hz, Z, K (cf P) translate simply “he praised . . . because.” 
This last explanation is the simplest, but none of them is sat- 
isfactory; cf critical notes. “This age” was a common phrase 
for “the present (evil) order of things”; cf 20: 34 and perhaps 

v. 5. 1 sysc omit “each.” 

v. 6. 1Sd prints Badoug (s al pl); there are other variations. * The singular is 
common (W 33 A@ al pl Ko); 213 X have to Yeawuatetoy (about the same variation 
in vy. 7). *B minn af, in fact, read yeatboy taxews (so WHm). 

v. 7. Sd (in brackets) inserts a xat before Aeyer, against B 33 L 570 sa bo 1369 
R minn pl lat sysc. » Ferr [MSS] 157 a have 8e; D has 0 8e. 


v. 8. 1 sys has “and”; sycp have “for”; D has Sto Aeyw vy.ty; lat (exc vg) have 
“edixit autem ad discipulos suos” (with slight variations). 


XVI, 1-8 243 


Mt 12:32. For “sons of light” cf Jn 12: 36, 1 Thess 5: 5 (Eph 
5:8). 

The clause eis TAy yevedv THv? éavTdy,3 “for their own gen- 
eration,” introduces an important qualification. Absolutely 
speaking, it is of course the children of light who are wise, for 
they seek the goods of the highest order,—yet in their search 
they do not exhibit the painstaking forethought that worldlings 
display. This is evidently the general sense, but the wording 
leaves a certain obscurity, particularly as regards the force of 
“their own.” W (cf Hz) thinks that this pronoun refers only to 
the subject of the sentence; the wicked are wiser only when 
they deal with other wicked men, the steward could act as he 
did only because the debtors were dishonest also. This carries 
on the meaning of the parable, but it is very artificial; do the 
wicked always fail in their worldly dealings with the righteous? 
ji, P, Ls take “their own” as referring to both wicked and 
righteous, “‘Men of the world in their dealings with men like 
themselves are more prudent than the children of light are in 
their intercourse with one another” (P). But this restricts the 
virtues of the righteous to the service of the righteous. If “their 
generation” can mean “things of their own generation,” the 
difficulty will be less. But such a sense of “generation” has 
little precedent, and the use of eis is an additional complication. 


(Ch 16) W offers the simplest explanation of the position of vv. 1-13 
by holding that in L 15:32 was followed by 16: 14f directly, while 
“‘who were lovers of money” in v. 14 is an addition of Lk’s, so that 
the Pharisees’ mockery was originally directed against Christ’s plea 
for sinners. His reply (v. 15) was an appeal to the contrast between 
God’s and man’s judgments, an appeal illustrated by the story of Dives 
and Lazarus. But Lk took the moral of this story to be the danger of 
selfish riches, and so was led to introduce vv. 1-13. This solution ap- 
pears to be entirely satisfactory. 

(1-8) Peculiar to Lk. 

(xa) Jl, Ls hold that Lk deduced “ disciples” from v. 9, but v. 9 ap- 
pears to be itself an addition of Lk’s. Lk either found the parable with 
this superscription or else saw from its contents that it was not anti- 


?lat (exc vg) sy read tautny. *lat (exc vg) omit thy exutwv. 
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Pharisaic. (15-7) There is nothing in these verses to indicate the 
source. W refers the story to Q, but this is only conjecture. And cf 
below. dxépyetv in v. 1 and étepo¢ in v. 6 are the only “Lukan” 
terms, but Lk is certainly responsible for the aorist 2yywy in v. 4. 

(8) Jl, Hz?, JW, Ls (cf Wl, K) think that the original story closed 
with v. 7, and that this verse was a conclusion added by an editor an- 
terior to Lk. Then “‘the lord” originally referred to Christ, thus reliev- 
ing the irrelevancy of the master’s appearance in this verse and ex- 
plaining the ambiguous $t:. The ingenuity of the steward’s device is 
really unusual,—if only the children of light would expend as much 
ingenuity for more praiseworthy ends! This is perfectly clear. JW 
makes the very attractive conjecture that the narrative was originally 
the story of an actual event; a steward had really attempted to carry 
out this ingenious scheme, and Christ made the half-amused comment 
of v. 8, when He heard of it. 

v. 8 is apparently from L; note 6 xdptos, while the only other New 
Testament occurrence of utot tod aléyo¢ todtou is also in L (20: 34). 
Then vv. 15-7 must be from L also. But the original place of the story 
in L is indeterminate. 

In v. 8 the words ets thy . . . &autéyv is doubtless an addition of 
Lk’s, introduced in anxious fear lest Christ’s praise of the steward’s 
knavery be misconstrued. Hence the confusion. 


9-13. Application of the story. 

9. Money can provide for a man’s future; the steward knew 
this and the righteous should know it also. But where the stew- 
ard thought only of a temporal future, the thoughts of the 
righteous should be in eternity and they should use their money 
with eternity in view. 

“Mammon,” “ayevd represents the Aramaic NJiDD, pre- 
sumably from the root }i58 (cf on v. 11), and means simply 
“money.” “Mammon of unrighteousness” appears to have 
been a phrase current at the time, for it is found frequently in 
the Targums (cf, especially, Nestlé, Encyclopedia Biblica, col. 
2914, and SB), and its general sense is obviously “the money 
that produces so much evil.” Further than this the force of 
“of unrighteousness” should probably not be fixed, for current 
phrases of this sort are used without reflection as to exact im- 
plications (cf Jl, Ls “belonging to this world”; W, “evil by ex- 


v. 9. Sdm has the order roryoate exutots, against Bx*LR. 
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perience”; WI, JW, “evil in itself”). Cf aloypoxepSas in 1 Pet 
ees 

Mammon “fails” (€kAdrp!) when it loses all importance at 
man’s death (or at the coming of the Kingdom). The subject 
of “receive” is perhaps to be supplied from “friends”’; the fig- 
ure is not very clear, but P quotes (from Schoettgen) a close 
parallel, “The rich help the poor in this world, but the poor 
help the rich in the world to come.” But P, WI prefer to regard 
SéEwvtar as impersonal; SB supply “God” despite the plural. 
The oxymoron in alwvlous oxnvas is intentional. 

10-11. From God’s standpoint money has little value, yet 
man’s use of it will determine whether he is fit to be entrusted 
with gifts of greater spiritual worth; there is an obvious side- 
glance at the steward’s infidelity. Nestlé (wv. s.) notes that the 
Aramaic of v. 11 would contain an elaborate paronomasia, for 
Hapova, mictol, adnOwev and mictevoe would all be repre- 
sented by derivatives of |X. 

TO adn Owev can refer only to wapwva, and its gender is ad 
sens. Jl, Hz find in this “true mammon” a description of the 
gifts of the Messianic age. W thinks this too restricted and in- 
cludes spiritual gifts of any description. This would probably 
be more in accord with Lk’s point of view. 

12. v. 11 is repeated in a different form. As Christ is speaking 
to disciples, He describes the earthly money as “‘another’s,” but 
there is also a reference to vv. 5-7. If “ours?” is read, the 
meaning may be “that which belongs to the Messiah and to 
the other citizens of the Kingdom” (W). But Christ never in- 
cludes Himself so in “our”; this pronoun, in fact, represents 
rather the conception of a later age, which would take it in the 
sense “belonging to the Father and the Son,” and is due to 
theological reflection; the correct antithesis to “another’s” is 
“yours.” 

13. The section is closed with a final generalization, in which 
“service of God” means “exercise of benevolence.” The saying 


LexAtcnte (xe WA al pl Ko latt) is a simplification that gives the same sense. 
v.12. WHm has the order upty dwoer (BW al pl Ko). 1So WH non mg, Ws, 
with BL. 157 af il have eyo, a reading due to Marcion. 
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needs no qualification, for “serve” has its full force, “be the 
property of.” ‘“Household-servant” gives the saying a final 
reference to the steward of vv. 1-7; Lk has left no doubt that 
the cleverness of his conduct does not excuse his rascality. A 
discovery of an anti-Jewish polemic in this verse has been made 
only by Hz. 


(9-13) (9) The tone of this verse indicates L as its source, as does 
its close relation to v. 4 (against W, who thinks it belonged after 12: 33). 
In L it must have been introduced with at least an elmey 3¢, which Lk 
thought needless. Jl, Ls describe the saying as an allegorizing addition 
to the preceding “‘parable”’; this description is accurate, but Christ 
may quite well be the author of the (slight) allegory. Jl objects that 
the verse narrows the meaning of the parable, which in itself need teach 
only the right use of any opportunity. But this is too general (W). 

Ls thinks that the saying must originally have been addressed to 
Pharisees, for “the disciples had no possessions to give in alms.” This 
of course misstates the facts; even the Twelve had not sold all their 
possessions, and the other disciples did not even leave their homes. 
But the saying may have been addressed to the public at large. Jl finds 
‘‘mammon of unrighteousness” an “‘ Ebionitic” phrase, but cf exegetical 
note. 

(10-13) These verses rather overload the teaching, but they carry 
on the moral and guard against misunderstanding the commendation 
of the steward (so usually); the artificiality of the connection, however, 
is obvious. (z1-12) These verses could never have existed apart from 
v. 10, but v. 1o is complete in itself; hence Jl, Hz, Ls argue that Lk 
has added these to safeguard the interpretation of vv. 1-8; they appeal 
also to the Greek paronomasia between atotof and mtotedcet, but 
the terminology is much too Jewish for Lk, and the paronomasia is more 
complete in Aramaic. W (cf K) notes the correspondence between 
v. ro and 19: 17 and finds in vv. 10-13 the original conclusion of the 
parable of the minas. This is possible, for Mt could not have used these 
sayings after his 25: 30, but the tone is rather that of L. The question 
of source must be left open. 

(13) Cf Mt 6: 24; the verse is obviously from Q. The Lk—Mt agree- 
ment is absolute except for oixétys; this noun introduces a purposeless 
limitation (against W, Jl, Ls) and is due to vv. 1-8 (Hz, Hk). The 
“Lukan” &tepog is here from Q. 

The connection here is ad voc. papwve (Jl, W1, Ls), and the place of 
the saying in Q is quite uncertain. 


14-18. Preface to the story of Dives and Lazarus. 
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14. As there is no break at v. 1, “all these things!” must in- 
clude the anti-Pharisaic matter in ch 15 also; yet “lovers of 
money” refers only to vv. 1-13 of the present chapter, causing 
a certain obscurity. Moreover, this designation produces a situ- 
ation that is historically false; whatever may have been the sins 
of the Pharisees, failure to emphasize the importance of alms- 
giving was not one of them. Cf critical note. ¢vAdpyvpos in 
2 Tim 3: 2 only. 

15. “Justify yourselves”; “acquitting yourselves of fault.’ 
The words “but God knoweth,” etc, are used instead of a 
formal antithesis; P thinks this is meant to exempt innocent 
Pharisees (!). The final clause is meant to be perfectly general; 
human standards are so perverse that human approval is cer- 
tain to be wrong. This saying is illustrated in vv. 19-31, where 
the rich man’s high place in the opinion of his fellows is taken 
for granted. 

16-18. In place of the illustration three verses follow that are 
notoriously difficult; so difficult, in fact, that JW (cf P, Ls) con- 
fesses his inability to explain them. Still, certain facts stand 
out fairly clearly :— 

(a) v. 31 states that the Law is sufficient for salvation (or, at 
least, the verse can be so interpreted). Hence v. 16; after the 
time of the Baptist this was no longer true. 

(6) v. 17 supplements v. 16. Although the Gospel has come, 
yet the Law has not lost its value; in some sense it abides for- 
ever. Doubtless there is an anti-Pharisaic point here; if the 
Pharisees had really been faithful to the Law, they would have 
accepted Christ (so usually); W maintains, in fact, that this 
exhausts the meaning Lk wished the verse to have. But most 
commentators think that Lk wished to insist on the permanence 
of the Law (spiritually understood) even after the coming of the 
Gospel. Cf Hz, “a law of Christ,” or P, “in the moral princi- 
ples.”” The wording of the verse certainly supports this opinion. 

(c) Hz, WI, Lg regard v. 18 as a corroborative example of 


y. 14. After xavta Sd inserts xat in brackets, against BkL sa bo D 157 R minn 
lat syspj. ! The difficult xayte is omitted by 579 D minn syj i; syj omits taut also. 
v. 15. For tov 8eov Ws adopts B’s xuptov. 
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v. 17; Christ showed His appreciation of the Law by actually 
making it stricter (cf P). But W, Jl treat the saying as an alle- 
gory that resembles Rom 7: 1-4. Jl takes it as anti-Pharisaic; 
the Law and the Gospel are as inseparable as husband and wife, 
so that to despise the Gospel is to despise the Law. But this 
is distinctly forced. W is simpler. He thinks the allegory is a 
warning to Judaizing Christians; to forsake the Gospel for the 
Law (however valuable the Law may be) is to commit spiritual 
adultery. This is unquestionably Pauline, but a little true 
Paulinism in a passage framed directly by Lk can cause no 
surprise. 

Z’s exegesis of the verses is most unplausible. He takes the 
section to refer to ch 15 exclusively, argues that “every man” 
in v. 16 means “every sinner,” and reads v. 18 as Christ’s reply 
to a charge that He had been too familiar with women (! ). 

16. Avdfera1 may be either middle or passive. The verb in 
the New Testament is found only here and in Mt’s parallel 
(Mt 11:12), and in Mt the form is probably (not certainly) 
passive. But elsewhere in Greek the middle use is vastly the 
more common, and is adopted here by W, P, JW, Z. This gives 
the sense, “every one is storming into it,” perhaps with the 
idea that the ‘‘stormers” include many who are unworthy. The 
passive voice gives, “every one is being pressed into it,’’ nat- 
urally in the conative sense. So Hz, WI. As the emphasis is on 
the presence of the Kingdom and not on the character of its 
members, the passive seems distinctly preferable. 

17. “Tittle” («epata1; in Mt’s parallel only) is here “part of 
a letter,”’ a good Greek use. As the synagogue rolls of the Law 
were written in the square Hebrew characters, the reference 
must be to this alphabet and not to the Aramaic-Syriac cursive 
(against Wl). Z, SB (on Mt 5: 18) give various Rabbinical say- 
ings on the importance of this tittle or PP (the little mark 
distinguishing 3 from 3, M from 7, etc). But here the emphasis 
is on the smallness of the change, not on the possibility that 
such a change might alter the meaning materially (against McN). 


v. 16. 7x* minn G omit xat mag . . . BraGetat, doubtless as too difficult. 
v. 17. 1B has the order xepatay uray (so WHm). 
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18. The literal sense of this verse to Lk was naturally not de- 
stroyed by any allegory he sawinit. For details cf critical notes. 


(14-18) (14-15) Peculiar to Lk. Cf critical notes on this chapter as 
a whole, above. gtAdpyupot Sxkexovtes is an obvious gloss by Lk (cf 
exegetical notes); Sxéexetv is “Lukan.” Without this gloss these two 
verses were L’s original introduction to the following parable. éxyu- 
xmettety (LXX) in 23:35 (L) only. évdmoy in v. 15 is “Lukan,” but 
its use is very Semitic and here it is probably from L. But Lk probably 
introduced x&vta in v. 14, so as to refer to his insertions. 

(16-18) These verses are all from Q and owe their present position 
to Lk. 

(16) Cf Mt 11: 12-13. The meaning of this saying in Mt is hope- 
lessly obscure, but this very obscurity tells for the originality of Mt’s 
version. Lk has ‘‘explained” the verse and has adapted it to his con- 
text. edayyeA(Cecbat is ““Lukan.” Further critical study of the say- 
ing is useless, since Mt’s version is so inexplicable. 

(17-18) Cf Mt 5:18, 32. The extraordinary combination of these 
two verses in Lk is most naturally explained as a reminiscence of tueir 
fairly close conjunction in Q (WI, Hk). Lk has omitted this part of 
Q’s Sermon (cf on 6: 20-7: 1), but the combination here shows that 
he was familiar with it. WI even argues that this combination in Lk 
is the original nucleus from which Mt’s version of the Sermon was 
built up, but this is perverse. Cf Hk. 

(17) Mt’s solemn introductory éudy xtA is original (Wl). This clause 
would have been most appropriate for the beginning of the Sermon, 
but it would have been quite out of place here in Lk. Moreover, Lk 
dislikes duyv. In Mt the Law ceases at the Parousia, while in Lk the 
emphasis is simply on its continuance. Here Mt shows theological re- 
flection; note especially the needless repetition involved in his final 
Zug .. - yévqtat (Hz, Ls, McN). W, Hk think Mt has added tora, 
Ls that Lk has omitted it. 

The authenticity of this saying should never have been called in 
question. Christ was hostile to the scribal tradition, but His attitude 
towards the Old Testament itself was one of unquestioning acceptance; 
to Him this was God’s word, without qualification. The words of the 
Law put an end to all controversy. And the words of the Law, if 
rightly understood, were the sure guide to salvation. Yet Christ’s at- 
tacks on scribism must inevitably have provoked the charge of infidelity 
to the Law, and a defence in such words as these was equally inevitable. 
Cf especially Ls. 

(18) In addition to the parallel in Mt 5: 32, this saying of Christ is 
found also in Mk 10: 11 (= Mt 19:9), and it is quoted as a command 
“of the Lord” in x Cor 7: 10f. 
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In both the Matthzan occurrences the famous “exceptional clause” 
is added, but this clause may be dismissed at once as a gloss meant to 
accommodate the saying to the practical problems of the Palestinian 
church (so usually); the absence of the qualification from St. Paul’s 
very detailed directions is enough to show its secondary character. 
But W notes that in Mt 5: 32 the qualification might be deduced from 
the saying; a woman cannot be “caused to commit” a sin that she has 
committed already. 

Lk’s first clause agrees exactly with Mk (and Mt 19:9), except for 
some slight stylistic details (Mk’s n&s, ZAAny, and the subjunctives; 
&tepos is “‘Lukan”). But Mt 5:32 reads ‘“‘causes her to commit adul- 
tery.”” This phrase of Mt’s accords with the strictest Jewish concep- 
tions, which classed adultery among the offences against property. A 
man’s rights in his wife were not paralleled by her rights in him; the 
Law (which recognized polygamy and, to some extent, concubinage) 
provided no penalty for a husband’s offence against his wife, so long as 
the rights of no other man were injured. Consequently, either Mk and 
Lk have broadened a technically Jewish saying (Hk), or Mt has given 
a broad saying a more technical phrasing (so usually). 

The Mk-Lk form appears, however, to be right. Mt’s wording is 
certainly artificial, for he attributes to divorce something that belongs 
properly to remarriage; it may be that remarriage is thought of as 
certain (Hk, McN), or that the divorced woman’s unsatisfied desires 
are “‘adultery”’ in the sense of Mt 5: 28 (W), but neither explanation is 
very conclusive. And Mk—Lk’s use of ‘‘adultery”’ for a man’s offence 
against his wife was doubtless fully justified by the popular Jewish 
phraseology. Polygamy had long been all but extinct among the Jews; 
the abstract rights of such a polygamist as Herod I were admitted, but 
his conduct was viewed with scorn. General opinion certainly expected 
a husband to be faithful to his wife and would not have hesitated to 
brand misconduct on his part with the obvious term. And Mt’s meticu- 
lous legalistic accuracy is unlike Christ. 

Tn the second clause no choice between Lk and Mt is possible. Mk 
has an entirely different form that does not correspond to Jewish cus- 
tom, for a woman had usually no power to divorce her husband (SB, i, 
p. 318, give the exceptional cases). Mk has probably generalized to 
suit Gentile conditions, although the saying may contain a concrete 
reference to the conduct of Herodias. 

No saying of Christ is more thoroughly guaranteed than this. It con- 
flicted in no way with His estimate of the Law. The provisions of 
Deut 24 He regarded as simply the regulation of an abuse (Mk ro: 
2-12), against which He felt it His duty to assert the primal command 
(Gen 2: 24) in its original strictness. Cf Mal 2: 10-16. 

It should be remembered, however, that Christ was speaking pri- 
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marily to the conscience of individuals, for divorce among the Jews 
was a private matter. Rabbis argued about the meaning of “unseemly 
thing” in Deut 24:1, but they reached no decision that bound all 
Israel, and individual husbands were left free to follow the laxest 
opinions, if they chose to do so (SB, i, pp. 319 f). So there is perhaps 
no reason to insist that Christ would not have admitted exceptional 
individual cases, in which a conflict of duties arose. But, in any event, 
nothing would be more unhistorical than to suppose that He meant to 
enunciate an unchangeable principle of civil law; He was concerned 
simply in stating how the righteous should act. 


19-31. Dives and Lazarus. 

This narrative is not so much a “parable” as an illustrative 
story, even more so than in the case of vv. 1-8. The connection 
is really with v. 15. 

19. “Purple and fine linen”; “the former for the upper gar- 
ment, the latter for the under” (P). The combination occurs 
in Prov 31: 22 as the appropriate clothing for a nember of a 
well-to-do household, and it is not meant to suggest extravagant 
luxury. The man merely dressed according to his station. 
Bvaoos here only (but cf Rev 18: 12); évdidvoKew in Mk 15: 17. 

“Faring sumptuously every day” does not mean “indulging 
in daily debauchery’’; simply the rich man’s meals were always 
elaborate enough for the entertainment of guests. Aapurpas here 
only. 

20. “Lazarus” represents WY?, abbreviated (as was common 
[K]) from IYON (“Eliezer”), and was probably chosen because 
of its meaning (“helped by God’’). This is the only instance of 
a personal name in Christ’s parables; in this parable a name 
was needed to make the conversation in vv. 24 ff seem natural 
(Jl, Ls, Z), but the chief point is to state the man’s righteous- 
ness. €8é8AnTo means “was placed” (by friends), not “was 
thrown down.” éAKovo@at here only. 


v. 19. sa gives the rich man the name “Ninevé” (Ntyvevy), which is found in 
Priscillian, Tract IX, in the form ‘“‘Finees.” @tveec may be the original of both 
forms, but the reason for selecting this name is entirely unknown. (Cf, especially, 
Jl.) Or is there some confused recollection of Nineveh in the Old Testament? 

v.20. Wsinserts oc after Aataeos, against By Y 33 L D 157 minn X af a, arguing 
that it was easily dropped from the combination -APONOXEB-,, and that it is 
needed to explain Ko’s insertion of ny after tig. sy have “and” instead, 
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21. The use of “desiring” certainly implies that Lazarus 
could not satisfy his hunger from such alms as he received; cf 
15:15. The final clause describes the climax of misery; he was 
not even able to drive away the unclean dogs; a\Ad Kat 
may be rendered “and, worse than all...” P notes that 
Lazarus does not complain about the presence of the animals, 
but any Jew would know the horror caused by their presence. 
émidelyetv | here only. 

22. “Into the bosom” is used as in Jn 13: 23; at the banquet 
table of the righteous in paradise Lazarus was taken to the 
place of honor on Abraham’s right hand (WI, JW). But, in any 
case, “‘Abraham’s bosom” must imply that Lazarus received an 
altogether exceptional reward after death; cf on v. 25. In the 
case of the rich man, “buried” is used partly to parallel “by 
the angels” (a Jew would not have said that sinners were car- 
ried to punishment by demons), partly to prepare for the fol- 
lowing &6n1 (= both “grave” and “Sheol”’). 

23, The impossibility in English of rendering &ns here by 
“the grave” causes a slight break that is not felt in Greek, 
Aramaic, or Hebrew. The imagery is entirely “popuiar” and 
the narrative hardly reflects on whether Lazarus could be said 
to be in Sheol also. 

24, The rich man selects Lazarus as a messenger, for the lat- 
ter is close to Abraham. Note the careful choice of words to 
express the rich man’s torment; it is arbitrary to translate 
“flame” by remorse (against P). «atayuyewv! here only. 

25.’ Abraham is made to speak as if to every man there were 
allotted fixed amounts of good and evil; if uncompleted in this 
world, they must be exhausted hereafter. W, P, noting that 
“evil things” has no “his,!” stress the “thy” with “good 
things” to mean “the things you counted good.” This is per- 
haps possible but is strained. But it is pure rationalizing when 
W explains further that the rich man’s sufferings were due only 
to separation from the things he prized. 


Vv. 21. lameAeryoy, wepteAetyoy, eAetyoy, eAUXoOy are variants, 

v. 22. 1x* latt have even etagn ev tw «dy, omitting the initial xet in v. 23. On 
the other hand syj (a) reads ‘‘and he was buried in Hades and being in Hades . . .” 

v. 24. 1 syj has “touch” (apytat). v. 25. 1 Supplied in sy. 
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This doctrine of “equivalence,” however, is stated only very 
roughly and in no sense as a basis for further deductions. If it 
were pressed, the conclusion would follow that every poor beg- 
gar was entitled to a high place in paradise, simply because of 
his poverty and irrespective of his character, and this was a 
doctrine that neither Christ nor any Christian of the apostolic 
age held or could hold (cf on 6:20). Lazarus’ place in Abra- 
ham’s bosom shows that he was thought of as an exceptionally 
righteous man, something that the story simply takes for 
granted after using the name “Lazarus.” The rich man’s indif- 
ference to misery at his doorstep shows the selfishness of his 
character (cf, especially, WI). 

26. The use of €v! isloose. For évOev? cf Mt 17:20. yaopa 
here only. 

27-31. The development of the theme of v. 15 is complete 
with vy. 26, and the following verses deal with a different sub- 
ject, the sufficiency of the Old Testament to lead to salvation. 
For an appendix to a parable of a somewhat similar sort cf 
15: 25-32, but here the break is sharper. W, to be sure, main- 
tains that the supplement contains the real point of the parable, 
that the rich man’s sin was failure to repent. But this was too 
obvious to need the saying; for a better explanation cf critical 
notes. 

27-28. As the five brethren are evidently supposed to be 
wealthy adults, their abode in a single house is artificial. Some 
allegory seems intended, although Lk gives no hint as to his 
meaning; cf critical notes. The natural force of Suawaprupeiv 
is “exhort,” “bring to repentance.”’ W prefers “relate my con- 
dition,’ a sense that is at least implied, for the brothers are 
skeptics, having no fear of punishment in the world to come. 

29. The brothers treat the Law and the prophets with dis- 
dain. 


v. 26. ot before exerBey (Ti, Sd, against Bx*D) was probably inserted to con- 
form to ot before GeAovtes. 1 emt (Ws, against BNL sa bo minn it vg) is a correc- 
tion. Om WD af c; 69 157 it vg syp place it after @eAovtec. KII x minn pl have 
evtevey; 716 has eurtpeocbey. 

y. 27. The unusual order cpwtw ce ouy (WH, Ws, with BAD Ferr A minn) is 
“harder.” 

v. 29. Before AGpaap Sd inserts autw in brackets, with WYAD al pl Ko. 
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30-31. That miracles would not bring true repentance was a 
matter of common experience. In “rise !” Lk could hardly have 
helped thinking of the Resurrection of Christ and its insufficiency 
to convert the Jews (so usually). 


(19-31) Peculiar to Lk. 

From L; cf xat adités in v.24, pvnobqvat, drorAcuBdvery and buolws 
in v. 25, and odyt &AA& in v. 30, together with the highly specialized 
interest of the whole (cf particularly the note below on vy. 27-31). 

(19) x26’ qugeay is “Lukan.” (20) W thinks that the name “Laz- 
arus,” with the mention of ‘“‘resurrection” in v. 31, shows a contact 
with Jn 1x. But this is most tenuous. évéyatt is “Lukan.” (23) For 
énatoery tods d—0aduwols cf 6: 200. dadéeyety is ‘Lukan.” (24) réurewy 
is “‘Lukan.” (26) Note the loose Greek at the beginning. For otmottetv 
cfo:51. (27) gowtav and xéurew are “Lukan.” (28) The compound 
Sta.aetupety is doubtless from Lk; it occurs 9 times in Acts. 

(27-31) Interpretation of this section has been greatly affected by 
H. Gressmann’s monograph, Vom reichen Mann und armen Lazarus 
(Berlin, 1918). A wealth of parallel material, chiefly Jewish, seems to 
show that Christ based the first part of the parable on a familiar current 
story, which originated eventually in Egypt. This related a similar 
reversal of human destiny, told on the authority of a seer who had 
been granted a visit to the other worlds. In Christ’s mouth this mate- 
rial is simply given a somewhat sharper ethical emphasis. 

But Christ disapproved of stories of visits to the other world as min- 
istering to idle curiosity (or worse); consequently He Himself added 
the appendix, stating the uselessness of such accounts and directing 
all attention to the observance of the moral Law, something that (as 
Gressmann most justly states) is entirely in accord with His teaching 
elsewhere. 

This theory of Gressmann’s is exceedingly plausible. It accounts ex- 
cellently for the break before v. 27 and the different accent in the fol- 
lowing verses, facts which have led most scholars (not W, P, Z) to treat 
the appendix as a later gloss (WI includes v. 26 also). And it gives a 
coherent meaning to vv. 27-31 as a whole, something that has not yet 
been brought out satisfactorily. 

The only weak point is the unnatural character of vv. 27-28, which 
Gressmann does not explain. And here it is almost impossible not to 
think of an allegorizing addition to an original which read perhaps 
simply “‘that thou wilt send him to my brethren.” As the text stands 
Jl seems right in holding that the six brothers (with Dives) represent 
unbelieving Israel (1/2 12). Then the theme is the relation between 


v. 31. 1 There is of course variation in both verses between avaoty and mopeu0y. 
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the earliest church and Judaism, exactly as in 6: 20-25, with the added 
explanation that the failure of the Jews to believe came from their lack 
of respect for the Law. A Lukan reference to Judaistic Christianity 
(Hz) is out of the question, for vv. 27-31 were a serious embarrassment 
to Lk (cf on vv. 16-18). And Ls’s interpretation of the five brethren 
as the five books of Moses is equally impossible. 

In the body of the parable (vv. 21-26) Ls thinks that the present 
reward of Lazarus contradicts the future reward in the Kingdom 
preached by Christ. But Christ certainly did not hold that death 
brought suspended animation until the end; a ‘‘double” eschatology 
was a commonplace among the Jews. JW notes that v. 256 advances 
beyond the doctrine of strict retribution; this is true, but such an ad- 
vance is inevitable in any picture of punishment in the next world. 

It may be noted finally that L uses the parable as an example of the 
reversal of human judgments, while Lk has interpreted it as a warning 
against selfishness; Lk has certainly returned to the more primitive 
meaning. 


CHAPTER XVII 


There appears to be no connection at all with ch 16; note 
that in v. 1 “and he said” is not followed by an “also” as in 
ere 

1-4. Forgiveness. 

1. That there should be evil in the mike is inevitable, even 
such evil as leads others astray (oxavSada), but this is no excuse 
for evil conduct on the part of any individual. The subject 
infinitive with Tov is very un-Attic; it appears to be due to the 
idea of “hindering” in avévoextos. The latter adjective here 
only (but cf 13 : 33); it is a rare word. 

2. The general principle of v. 1 becomes still more stringent 
when the “occasions of stumbling” affect “these little ones.” 
This last phrase is awkward (for “these” refers to nothing) but 
Lk could have meant only disciples or, rather, some familiar 
special class of disciples. v. 3 points to converts of immature 
moral development, who were in need of special forbearance; a 
class that to Lk might correspond partially to the “weak” of 
the Pauline epistles. 


v.1. WHread xAny ovat for ovat de, with BY’L sa bo D x Ferr 157 af it sysc; 
this attestation is splendid but conformation to Mt was easy. 
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Avowterety and puAtKds here only; the latter word is not 
known in earlier Greek, but its formation is perfectly regular. 
3. “Take heed to yourselves”; “be especially on your guard 


in such cases.” Z (needlessly) takes “yourselves” as = “fone 


another.” After “sin” scl “against thee!” as in v. 4, for other- 
wise ‘‘forgive” is meaningless (against Z). “A man ready to 
forgive has a right to rebuke” (W). 

4, “Seven” is of course merely concrete for “any number.” 


(1-4) Cf Mt 18: 7, 6, 15, 21. 

Lk’s v. 2 (Mt’s v. 6) is paralleled also in Mk 9g: 42, so closely that Hk 
thinks Lk and Mt have taken the verse from Mk. But this leads to a 
most complicated conclusion. It assumes that Lk has inserted a verse 
(v. 2) into Q from Mk, and that Mt has inserted a verse (v. 7) from Q 
into Mk, with the result that both Lk (vv. 1-2) and Mt (vv. 6-7) have 
the same verses in immediate conjunction. This is obviously untenable. 
Moreover, Lk would never have omitted Mk’s ‘‘that believe” (W, JW, 
Ls); here Lk is more primitive than Mk. 

The fact seems to be that Lk and Mk have used Q independently 
(Mk 9:33-50 is a mosaic with strong Q affinities), while Mt has 
blended Q and Mk, as often. This explains Lk’s and Mt’s differences 
in order. Mt finished copying Mk (v. 6) before adding the additional 
verse from Q (v. 7); if he had kept Q’s order for these two verses there 
would have been an awkward break after his v. 5 (= Mk 9:37). But 
Lk began a new section here, so there was nothing to interfere with his 
copying Q as it stood. His order, first the principle and then its appli- 
cation, is much preferable to Mt’s (against Hz, McN). 

(1) As the original form of Q, Hk prints Mt exactly (without the first 
clause), while W prints Lk with equal exactness. There is little to 
choose between the two versions. But Lk would have had no reason 
to drop Mt’s ovat . . . oxavdkdwv; Mt has inserted it to connect his 
transposed clauses. And Lk’s tod with the infinitive is ‘‘Lukan.” (2) 
Mt is strongly influenced by Mk, so Lk is generally preferable. But 
Lk’s Avattedety is literary. Between his A(Oo¢g pudtxds and Mk’s wbAocg 
évex6¢ there is little choice. 

The last Q passage in Lk was 15: 3-10, which would be continued 
admirably in this section. And Mt’s parallel to Lk 15: 3-10 (Mt 18: 
12-14) follows his parallel to the present paragraph almost immediately, 
Mt’s use of Mk having caused the reversal. The “these,” then, in Q 
originally referred to “‘the sinner that repenteth,” and such sinners are, 
consequently, the “little ones” of v. 2 (W, Ls); Lk’s use of the passage, 


v. 3. 1D Ko latt actually supply it. 
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therefore, corresponds closely to its original sense. And the use in 
Mk 9: 42 is not very different, for Mk 9: 38-41 diverts the Markan 
discourse from its original theme (“‘children”). Christ’s use of the say- 
ing may not have been addressed to disciples at all, for it can be read 
perfectly as a warning to Pharisees against disturbing repentant pub- 
licans, etc. But the words evidently took on almost technical signifi- 
cance in the earliest church. 

Lk probably introduced the saying here because it stood next in Q. 

(3-4) In Mt these two verses have been expanded into seven, but 
the material in Mt vv. 16-20 is obviously later application. On Mt vv. 
12-14 cf above; Lk here is following Q’s order strictly. (3) Cf Lev 
19:17, éAeyu@ sAgyEetg thy rAnsloy cov, xat od Ahudy 8 adtdy a&uap- 
clay. Mt’s form evidently has been influenced by Leviticus, but 
this may be an indication of originality (W). Lk’s &ge¢ may specialize 
the saying into sins against one’s self (cf exegetical note); this verse 
(in contrast to the next) may originally have dealt with sin in general. 
Lk’s present &udéetp and his technical wetavohon are refinements (Hk), 
while his initial rpocéyete Sautots may be meant to unite this saying 
more closely with the preceding. (4) The insertion of Mt vv. 16-20 
obliged the Evangelist to make a fresh start; St. Peter was a natural 
interlocutor. Lk would not have reduced “‘77”’ (“‘490”’?) to “7.” 


5-6. On faith. 

W detects a close relation to vv. 1-4; the apostles think that 
special faith is needed for such bountiful forgiveness. But it is 
dubious if Lk saw any connection. Note the change from “dis- 
ciples” in v. 1 to “apostles” here. 

Christ’s reply condemns the attitude shown by the question; 
such a request for increased faith is equivalent to an admission 
of the lack of real faith. One who really believes will not shrink 
from difficulty. 

The precise tree denoted by ovkdpuvos! is uncertain, but the 
black mulberry (morus nigra) is the most likely conjecture. 
“This?” is much less awkward than “these” in v. 2, for the par- 
ticular tree indicated is unimportant. Note the present indica- 
tive in the unreal condition. 


(s-6) Cf Mt 17: 20, Mk 11: 22-23 (= Mt 21: 21). 
Mt 17:20 is inserted by Mt in place of Mk 9g: 29, and it is possible 


v. 6. 1cuxn in 579; simply “tree” in latt. * WH bracket and Sd omits the de- 
monstrative (om NL 579 bo D 213 1071 X syc). 
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that he and Lk have both used Q. But the verbal relations are very 
slight, hardly extending beyond “‘faith as a grain of mustard seed,” a 
phrase that could easily have become fixed in oral tradition. Lk’s use 
of x0ptos, in fact, points to L, while Mt may or may not have followed Q. 

Both Mt and Lk have a curious relation to Mk. Mt agrees with Mk 
in making a “‘mountain”’ the subject of the saying, while Lk agrees with 
Mk in mentioning the ‘“‘sea,’’ and there may be some sort of a relation 
between Lk’s “‘sycamine” and the ‘‘figtree” in Mk 11: 21. Cf JW, 
Hk, WI, Ls. But the meaning of these data is very obscure; they most 
probably point to mixtures in oral tradition. 

npocttOévar in v. 5 is “‘Lukan,” and Lk may be responsible for the 
whole verse, just as Mt seems to be responsible for his vv. 19-204. 


7-10. The claims of servants. 

The connection seems to be: The faith that all men should 
have (vv. 5-6) is a natural virtue which is entitled to no special 
reward from God (W), just as men in human life take for granted 
that a slave is not entitled to special gratitude for carrying out 
ordinary commands of his master. 

7. The master is a man of very moderate means, who has only 
one servant. The style of the sentence is loose and 6 makes an 
anacolouthon; cf 11:5. €v0éws! is best with avérece. 

8. W rather destroys the point of the parable by interpreting 
“afterward” to mean “the reward will come later.” This is 
over-allegorizing; Christians may doubtless expect a reward, but 
here it is not referred to. 

9. The parable ends with a question that is its own answer. 

10. aypetor has long been a puzzle to commentators. Its 
usual meaning is “useless,” as in Mt 25: 30 (its only other New 
Testament occurrence), but this is contradicted by the following 
clause. Hence most scholars translate it as “vile” in the sense 
of “lowly”; cf écouas aypetos év dpOarpots cou, “I shall be 
vile in thine eyes,” in 2 Sam 6:22. Z suggests “superfluous,” 
but the servant in the parable is far from being superfluous. 
sys omits the adjective altogether, reading simply “we are ser- 
vants,” and is probably right in this omission! (WI, cf JW). 

v. 7. 1Om 273 syj X latt. 

v.9. At the end Ws adds ov d0xw, against BNL 28 1 157 minn syj X af asysc. He 


thinks it dropped out before outws, but the omission is much “harder.” 
v. 10. ! The position of the adjective varies to some degree. 


XVII, 6-13 259 


The addition of aypeto: in the sense of “sinful” would have 
been a very easy gloss for a Christian copyist.? 


(7-10) Peculiar to Lk. 

From L; cf dvantrtew inv. 7,and dA odxyt and &tomudterv in v. 8. 
(8) For reprQebvvucbae cf 12:35. (9) For the use of ykets cf 6: 32-34. 
But Lk is fond of Sarkocerv, and L may have had tas évroA&s or 
something similar. (ro) If dypetor is part of the text, it is either a gloss 
by Lk or L, or a mistranslation from the Aramaic. 

The connection with vv. 5-6 is too tenuous to be original (so usually), 
although L may have had this sequence (W). The affinities of the sec- 
tion are with 18:16 f rather than with Paulinism. A Paulinist would 
not have said “when ye have done all the commandments” (cf Jl); 
Marcion apparently omitted this parable. 


11-19. The ten lepers. 

There seems to be no connection with the preceding section; 
it is artificial to find the thanksgiving of v. 18 an echo of the 
“thanks” of v. 9 (against W, JW, K). Lk probably wished to 
prepare for the arrival at Jericho (18: 35) by a reminder that the 
journey was still in progress. Cf on 9: 51-56. 

11. Cf on 9: 51; 13:33. avTds! has no accent (against W). 
The textual evidence for a pécov? (Z writes Siduecor), 
“through the midst of,” seems conclusive, although it is very 
bad Greek; the only possible meaning here is “along the bound- 
ary between.” The geographical indication explains how Jews 
and Samaritans happened to be together. 

12-13. The lepers lived in the outskirts of the village. After 
annvincav! (Mk 14:13 only) av7T@ is to be supplied from the 
genitive absolute; the Greek is indifferent. The lepers are care- 
ful to avoid breaking the restrictions? governing their unclean- 


2A similar impulse is doubtless responsible for the omission of navta in X* 579 
af it sysc; cf oo% Aeyw in D 1. 

v.11. After ropevecbat Sd inserts autoy, against Bx 33 L 579; the omission (be- 
fore wutoc) is much “easier.” 1Om syj X latt vg sy sa. *wecou (against BNL 579 
D x Ferr) is vastly “easier.” 1 Ferr have, however, ava for d:%. D has simply 
wecoy. 28 af it syc add “and Jericho” (from rg: 1). 

vy. 12. !So WH non mg, Ws, with B. WHn, Sd read urnytnoay, with L 157. Ti 
has uxynytncay auto, with xO x Ferr al pl. WAA al pl Ko have arnytnsayv 
autw. D af read oxov yoay; it sysc have “behold.” *WH non mg has the 
compound ayestysay (B 579 157 F). x* omits ot... moo. (not understood?), 
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ness (Lev 13:45 f, contrast Lk 5:12 f). méppwOev in Hbr rr: 13 
only. 

14, Christ likewise refrains from violating the ritual isolation 
of the sufferers. The plural “priests” is used as there are many 
lepers; the narrative certainly does not think that Christ di- 
rected the Samaritan to go to a Samaritan priest. As the official 
verdict could be given only after sacrifice (Lev 14) a journey 
to Jerusalem was necessary; it is an error when P writes “each 
would go to the priest near his own home.” 

15-16. These verses might be taken to imply that the heal- 
ing occurred almost immediately, but in v. 17 a distinct inter- 
val is implied. Of course “when he saw” does not mean “after 
the priest pronounced the verdict.” avtdés! in v. 16 may be 
emphatic but this is not necessary. The preceding avTov should 
have been Tov Inood.2 

17-18. The narrative becomes obscure. The “ungrateful 
nine” were engaged in obeying Christ’s orders to go to Jerusa- 
lem, so that their return could not be expected for many days; 
hence their absence was no proof of ingratitude to Christ, while 
“glory to God” could be rendered anywhere. But Lk does not 
reflect on this; he takes for granted that “glory to God” must 
express itself in immediate thanks to Christ. 

addoyerns, “alien,” is known only in the LXX and in the 
inscription on the Temple barrier; it is almost certainly of Jew- 
ish coinage. Lk and his readers naturally thought of the word 
as including Gentiles, although the Samaritans were not true 
Gentiles. But “the ten” has nothing to do with the “Ten 
Tribes” (against Hz). 

19. In this context “saved” should mean “has procured 
healing” (so usually), for no other “salvation” has been men- 
tioned. But the narrative certainly implies that this leper re- 
ceived something in addition to what the other nine received; 
“your faith manifested in your thankfulness has procured for- 


v. 16. !Om D. ?So in minn sy; 28 has tov xuetou. 

v.17. For ouyt WH, Ws read ovxy (BWL al S); D af it sysc have outot. Ti omits 
and WH bracket the 8e before evvex (om sa bo DA minn it sy; af omits the whole 
final question); the omission is “harder.” 
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giveness of your sins.” Cf 7:50. But the phrase is undoubtedly 
awkward, and “faith” is brought in abruptly. Cf critical notes. 


(t1-19) Peculiar to Lk. 

From L; cf the un-Greek combination éyéveto év tH wopebecbar xat 
aités in v. 11, the (only less flagrant) similar wording in v. 14, xat 
aitol inv. 13 (cf v. 16), 86§@ in v. 18, the loose construction through- 
out, and the careful legalism in vv. 12-14. And this section carries on 
directly the situation of 9: 51-56; the natural result of a repulse in 
Samaria would be a journey “along the border of Samaria and Galilee” 
{note the order). Lk has placed 9: 51-56 much too early (cf notes in 
loc.). 

(11) dépxecbar is “Lukan,” but Lk cannot be held responsible for 
the Greek of this verse (against W). (12) L may have named the vil- 
lage. xéppwHey here only in Lk, but cf on xégpw in 14:32. Lk may 
have added dy8pec. (13) émtotéta is ““Lukan,” and Lk is probably 
responsible for heavy gwyhy also (cf on 11:27). (14) JW thinks the 
wording of the command has been influenced by 5:14, but different 
terms were scarcely possible. Lk uses ixkyety very sparingly. (15) 
tacbat, Srootegpery and dofdCery toy Oedv are “‘Lukan.”? L may have 
had simply something like elc éA\@@v Execey xtA (cf W). (16) Cf 5: 12 for 
the first phrase (not elsewhere in Lk). (18) Sxootépavtes (““Lukan’’) is 
a gloss. (19) The story is complete with v.18, and this verse simply 
introduces confusion; it is due to Lk (W). dvact&s is “Lukan.” 

The obscurity of the section is evident, and that ten lepers should 
have been found together, all with sufficient faith to be healed, gives a 
certain extraordinary quality to the miracle. L has probably expanded 
the story told (from Mk) in 5: 12-16 with homiletic and legalistic 
touches. Note L’s interest in Samaritans. 


20-21. The coming of the Kingdom. 

The question of the Pharisees opens a new section that con- 
tinues through 18:8. There is no connection with what pre- 
cedes. 

As Lk could not have meant v. 24 to contradict v. 21, the 
meaning of Christ’s answer in Lk’s mind is fixed by vv. 22-37: 
—‘The time of the coming of the Kingdom cannot be computed 
beforehand. When it comes its appearance will be unmistak- 
able, for it will be visible to all.” This reply is a condemnation 
of efforts to determine the time of the end by “jubilees,” “world 
years,” etc, or by the appearance of miraculous “signs,” a 
common feature of the current apocalyptic. And, to Lk, there 
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is doubtless a side glance at Christians who allegorized away 
the primitive eschatology; cf 2 Tim 2: 18. 

mapatnpnats (here only) is often used of astronomical “ob- 
servation.” évtds is found only in Mt 23:26; the preposition 
in later Greek generally means “within,” but the sense “in the 
midst of” is common in Attic and among later writers is found, 
e. g., in Symmachus Ps 88:5; 141:5; Lam 1:3. And this use 
is presupposed by the renditions of the Latin versions and of 
both sys and syc. “Is” has the same timeless use as “comes”’; 
the future “they shall say”? determines the time of the whole. 

W, Hz, P?, Z, Lg translate “the Kingdom is already in your 
midst,” “it is even now being manifested in its members.” This 
would agree with 11: 20, but it throws all the emphasis on the 
very unemphatic “is” and disregards the connection with vv. 
22 ff. 

The rendition of many older commentators, “the Kingdom 
is solely in men’s hearts,” is quite irrelevant. 


(20-21) This section certainly owes its position in Lk to vv. 22-37, 
and it may easily have been their preface in Q also (W), even though 
originally it may have formed an independent logion. Attempts to 
show that its first meaning differed from the sense it has in Lk are only 
speculation. 


22-37. Discourse on the Parousia. 

There is no break after v. 21. The answer to the Pharisees is 
elaborated to the disciples, and the moral is drawn. 

22. Coming discouragements will lead to longings for even a 
single day of the final rest.1_ But such discouragements must be 
resisted; the end cannot be hastened. Yet “ye shall not see it” 
need mean nothing more than “‘ye shall not see it at that time,” 
while the phrase certainly does not mean “none of you will live 
to see it” (contrast 9: 27). P renders “one” as “the first,”’ but 
this makes poor sense. W specifies the coming discouragements 
as those of the last Woes, but this is rather too precise. With 
“days of the Son of Man,” cf, e. g., “days of David” in Acts 
7:45. 


v. 22. ! The interpretation “one of the (past) days with me” seems to begin with 
D’s twv NUEewy TouTwY. 
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23. The trials will render the disciples prone to embrace false 
predictions of the end, so they must guard themselves against 
this temptation. The local phenomena are not detailed; they 
need not be limited to Messianic agitations or to false Messiahs. 

Svdxewv in its (11) other occurrences in Lk and Acts means 
“to persecute.” 

24, The coming of the Messiah will be as unmistakable as a 
lightning flash; any suggestion of “suddenness” in “lightning” 
is subordinate. 7 (scl y@pa) b7rd Tov ovpaydy means “horizon 
point.” 

25. This verse is parenthetic. A general guilt of Israel seems 
implied in “generation” (cf 11 : 29-32, etc). 

26-27. The Deluge is pictured as a sudden onrush, doubtless 
in accord with some current Haggadah. P thinks that Lk re- 
garded the occupations detailed as reprehensible, but this is 
not at all clear; the Flood surprised its victims in the midst of 
their ordinary affairs, but it did not come as a punishment for 
those affairs. éyauiJovto may be either middle (W) or passive 
(WI). 

28-30. The construction is not very smooth; “likewise !”’ is 
not resumed until v. 30, making “they ate... all” paren- 
thetical. Again some Haggadah is probable. The change to the 
singular “day” is apparently only for variety (against Z). Ls 
needlessly paraphrases “revealed” as “revealed in his true na- 
ture.” Before “rained” scl “the Lord.?” 

31-33. This obscure little section seems to confuse conduct 
on the Day of Judgment with conduct in the presence of some 
grave earthly danger. It is a warning against attempts to rescue 
earthly possessions when the Judge appears (cf Z), but it is 
difficult to understand how such temptations could be thought 
possible at such a time. Moreover, vv. 26 ff, 34 f picture the 


vy. 23. After exet WH non mg, Sd (in brackets) insert n; the evidence is com- 
plicated and rather meaningless. WH bracket ameAOnte nde (om B sa Ferr [pl]). 

y. 24. WH non mg omit the final ev . . . autov with B sa D latt. 

vy. 27. Ws prefers the compound eteyapilovto (against BxLD al pl X). 

vv. 28-29. ! To smooth 1194 sa sysp omit owotws; bc fiz q omit xa0w<¢; af as sub- 
stitute xat for xa0wc. For xa0w¢ Ws reads xat wc, against By¥L sa(?) bo Ferr 
157 R minn X latt vg syc. ? Inserted in syp. 
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Judgment as coming so suddenly that there is no time for ac- 
tion. Commentators generally (not Ls, Z) treat this warning as 
an allegory insisting on present freedom from worldly preoccu- 
pations, but the justice of this is not obvious. Cf critical notes. 

31. Apparently, “stand still and commit your fate to the 
coming Judge.” 

32. Lot’s wife is evidently taken as the type of those clinging 
to worldly impulses, a concept doubtless due to Haggadah on 
Gen 19: 26; SB give an instance. 

33. Perhaps, “to attempt to escape from the Judge will bring 
disaster,” but this would not seem to need saying. WI thinks of 
stopping to collect food, etc. 

34. The connection of this verse with v. 33 is poor, but it con- 
tinues v. 30 very naturally. Note the expNcit prediction that 
the Judgment will occur at night (here only in the New Testa- 
ment). “Taken” and “left” are most naturally explained as 
“rescued from the coming destruction,” “abandoned to the fate 
of the world.” Z gives a very artificial translation. 

35. The work of women at the mill in Palestine is often car- 
ried on after dark. 

37. Judgment will be held wherever there is an object to be 
judged. dero/ is “vultures,” for eagles are not carrion birds, 
and they do not form flocks. The use of the noun in this sense 
is doubtless simply “popular.” 


(22-37) Cf Mt 24: 26-28, 37-41. 

From Q, and apparently the concluding section in Q, for Lk and Mt 
have no common Q material after their use of this passage. Its appro- 
priateness as a conclusion needs no comment. 

(22) This verse would have been impossible in Mt’s context. Hz, 
Ls think that it was created in the trials of the early church, but Christ 
certainly did not expect the end to come before His disciples would 
have time to feel some disappointment. Originally, perhaps, it may 
have read “‘the Day of the Lord” instead of ‘‘one of the days,” etc. 


v. 31. it vg sysc have “hour” for “day.” 

v. 33. Between o¢ 8 (WH) and xat oc there is little choice. In place of the fol- 
lowing aroAecn Ti, WH print the indicative future (so NLAA al). 

v. 34. WH bracket ureg (om B 291 c). 983 reads o ets . . . n etepa (!). 

v. 36. This verse (= Mt 24: 40) is omitted by BEW'YLAQA al pl sa bo; it is 
undoubtedly a gloss. 
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(23) Mt 24: 26, cf also Mk 13: 21 (= Mt 24:23). The practical 
agreement of Lk and Mk shows the secondary character of Mt here; 
after Mt had copied (in his v. 23) Mk’s form he elaborated Q’s so as to 
avoid repetition (something overlooked by Hk). The extreme simplicity 
of Lk (even as compared with Mk), the impersonal égpodctv and the 
unique sense of 8a§yte all tell in favor of Lk’s originality. Mk’s 
& yetotés is an unquestionable addition. (24) Mt’s ‘‘from the east to the 
west” is certainly original, and Lk’s change is a somewhat pedantic 
revision. But Mt’s mapouvct« is a technical term of Greek-speaking 
Christianity, peculiar to Mt among the Gospels. And Mt 24: 3 is cer- 
tainly not from Q, despite Hk. Lk’s ‘‘Day of the Son of Man” is de- 
rived immediately from the Old Testament ‘Day of Yahweh” and is 
indubitably more primitive, though cf on v. 22. (25) This verse breaks 
the context, has no parallel in Mt, and agrees closely with 9: 22 (= Mk 
8:31); it is a gloss by Lk (so usually, not W). It may replace v. 37, 
which Mt has at this point. 

(26) Mt v. 37; before copying this verse Mt has inserted material 
from Mk. Lk seems to have Q; cf on v. 24. But Lk may have inserted 
xaQms. (27) Mt’s first clause is needless and would hardly have been 
inserted by the Evangelist; Lk has dropped it (Hk). And note Mt’s 
Hebraistic style. Lk’s éo@fety is probably a refinement on Mt’s ted- 
rvetv, but between Mt’s participles and Lk’s imperfects there is lit- 
tle to choose. Mt’s ofx éyyvwoav oo may (Hk) or may not (W) be 
primary, but Lk’s &ncAecay is reflected. The sentence probably ended 
like Lk v. 26. (28-30) An omission of these verses by Mt would be 
easier to understand than an expansion of Q by Lk, for Mt’s combina- 
tion of Mk and Q gives a very long discourse (against WI, Ls). And 
such doubled illustrations are common in Q. é&épyec8at dxé is ‘Lu- 
kan,” and for xat& tz adt& cf on 6: 23. And Q doubtless had év before 
the temporal datives. 

(31-33) This section is certainly an insertion by Lk (recognized even 
by Lg), for some homiletic purpose that is not very clear. It is composed 
of sayings that he has used without adapting them to their new context. 
(31) Mk 13:15 f, almost verbally. Lk has added the explanation t& 
oxetyn . . . ofxtg, and has corrected Mk’s etc thy dypdy. In Mk the 
verse is in place; ‘‘at the appearance of the Abomination of Desolation 
flee instantly !”’, but in Lk its artificiality is obvious. (Ls’s counter- 
argument is perverse.) Possibly this logion had become a general 
eschatological proverb in Christianity. (32) The saying is too brief 
to give any clue to its origin. It owes its place here to vv. 28f (not 
vice versa as in Wl). (33) A more literary form of 9: 24; meptroretcbat 
and Gwoyovety reappear in Acts (20:28 and 7:19), while tythop is 
reflected. 

(34) Mt v. 40. Lk’s Aéyw by.ty may mark the return to Q (Ls). Mt 
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seems to have Q’s wording, except perhaps for téte. Lk’s “night” is 
slightly artificial and was probably suggested by some such passage as 
12: 35-40 (Ls, cf Hk). xAtvf carries on the figure and avoids the repe- 
tition of év t@ &yp@ after v. 31 (against WI). Lk’s futures and his 
(“Lukan’”’) use of &tepog are refinements. (35) The futures are due to 
Lk and éxt cd aité and % étépa are “Lukan.” 

(37) Mt v. 28. Lk has reserved this verse to make an effective cli- 
max; cf on v. 25; this is easier than to suppose that Mt anticipated it 
in a place not especially indicated in the context. In Mt the connection 
is good, ‘“‘when the Messiah appears the faithful shall be gathered to 
him just as. . .” (Jl, Ls), and this was the probable sense in Q. The 
vagueness of the saying suggests that Christ quoted some current 
proverb. Lk’s transition question, his avoidance of xt@pa and the 
double compound in his verb are secondary, but the other variants 
offer little choice. 

This section as a whole is in the style of 12 : 35-40, Mk 13 : 33-37, etc, 
and there is no reason to question its authenticity. The “‘signs of the 
times” (12: 54-56, etc) gave evidence that the last stage of the world 
had begun, and the existing order of things could not endure more than 
another generation (9: 27, etc). And before the end the destruction of 
Jerusalem was to be expected (Mk 13: 2, etc). But all this together 
gave no exact dating, such as men were endeavoring to fix. 


CHAPTER XVIII 


1-8. The unjust judge. 

The eschatological discourse of 17: 20-37 is closed with a 
final parable (vv. 1-5), summary (vv. 6-8a), and warning (v. 
8b). 

1. This exhortation to prayer is quite general, but by the 
context prayer for the eschatological consummation is particu- 
larly in point. 

2. Cf 12:58f. Antipas may have appointed certain personal 
representatives to care for special cases, or the parable may 
allude to conditions in Judea under Roman rule, or the picture 
may be purely ideal. ju) évtpemdmevos, “felt no shame before” 
(chix Cora ray 

3. The widow’s cause is assumed to be notoriously just. Note 
the frequentative npxero. 
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4-5. The judge’s soliloquy is framed to point the moral, not 
to give words that such a man would have used. Most commen- 
tators take brwmid&y (literally, “bruise”; 1 Cor 9:7 only) to 
imply a physical attack, but P (cf Z) notes that then the aorist 
would be expected. So, perhaps, “exhaust.” 

6. Cf 16:8. dxovcate ri, “see the success of repeated en- 
deavor.” Jl compares 0 éyav Sta dxovérw (8:8; 14: 35). 

7-8a. “Tf persistency can move so worthless an individual, 
how much more . . .?” Note the articles (“the promised”’); 
the imagery is technically apocalyptic. 

kal paxpoOvpel én’ adtois is best interpreted from the exact 
parallel in Sir 35: 18 (32: 22), a parallel that is all the stronger 
because it likewise follows a description of a widow’s entreaty. 
In Sir waxpoOupel is used as a synonym of Spaddvet, and so 
means “delay” (cf Job 7: 16, Jer 15:15). This translation gives 
excellent sense here, “does he delay to help them?” Cf W, Jl, 
Hz, Ls. This is much better than “is he patient with them (the 
adversaries)” (WI, cf Lg), or, “he is patient with them (the 
righteous)” (Z). P and JW, K, reach no conclusion as to the 
translation. 

8d. WI has the simplest translation, “But at the Parousia will 
you have the faith that will save?” Cf Jl, Hz, Ls, K, Lg. This 
gives an effective close to the section. Jl complicates needlessly 
by adding “your lack of faith delays the consummation,” some- 
thing that is not indicated. W, P find a reference to 17: 26, 
“will there be more righteousness than in the past ?”’, but 17: 26 
is rather remote. 

WI, Ls note that here the Son of Man is Judge, in contrast to 
v. 7. But God “takes vengeance” by sending His Messiah. JW 
suggests that Lk saw a reference to the rise of heresies in the 
passage, something that is quite possible. 


(1-8) The critical phenomena are strikingly like those of 16: 1-9. In 
both cases there is a parable related in simple Greek style, which re- 
sembles that of Q, followed by a comment of “‘the Lord”’ that is couched 


v. 4. WH, Ws prefer the unusual order weta tauta Se, with BL minn Q. latt sys 
omit de. 
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in technically Jewish terminology with an eschatological outlook. And 
cf the use of ts ddixlac in v. 6 with that in 16: 8. 

But it is to be noted that in the present case vv. 7-8 are detachable 
from the parable, and that they form an independent saying. The sim- 
plest explanation is that Lk wrote v. 6 in conscious imitation of 16: 8, 
in order to connect vv. 1-5 and vv. 7-8. These passages were originally 
independent, but they became associated in Lk’s mind ad voc. “ven- 
geance,” an association that would have been especially easy if tradi- 
tion already gave the parable an eschatological point. 

(1) This introduction may (W, Jl) or may not be due to Lk, although 
A€yey napaBorhy is “Lukan.” (2-3) W, quite needlessly, calls tis 

. . woAet and éy . . . éxefyp Lukan glosses. 

This parable, by itself, treats simply of prayer in general and it 
forms a perfect “‘pair”’ with 11: 5-8 (Jl, Hz, JW, Ls). Lk’s source may 
have been Q, but there can be no certainty as to this. 

(7-82) JW (cf Jl) reads this as an outcry of the persecuted Palestinian 
church, and this was doubtless its significance in the source (L?). But 
its character is too conventional for close discussion. The four words 
from Sir are awkward and may be an addition; Jl even thinks that 
they are a gloss added to Lk’s text. (8b) This sentence saves vv. 7—8a 
from being commonplace, and can be understood perfectly as a saying 
of Christ’s. 


9-14. The Pharisee and the publican. 

This section is connected with the preceding only ad voc. 
“prayer.” 

9. The “certain” may or may not have been Pharisees, but 
the use of a Pharisee in the parable tells against this supposition. 

10. “Went up” the Temple mount. 

11. Standing was the normal posture in worship. Jl thinks 
that the imperfect 7poanvyero implies that the Pharisee’s prayer 
was long. 4) «aé need not introduce a climax. 

12. The traditional fasting days were Monday and Thursday. 
arodexarevew is not known elsewhere. By the Law tithes need 
be paid only on agricultural products, so that the Pharisee’s 
tithing of his entire income was supererogatory. Full details on 
this verse in SB. 


v. 10. WH non mg omit the article before etc, with B sa D 71 213 RX syc. 

v. 11. WHm have the order moog exutoy tauta, with WD(xa6) A al pl Ko. Ti 
omits meoc exutoy, with x* syj it (exc a); the omission is “easier.” For worep 
WHm read we, with “LDQ: minn. 

- 12, 1So BN*; otherwise the usual axodexatw (Sd). 
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13. axpddev, “far off from the Pharisee”; the publican does 
not dare join such righteous company. ovdé, “not even”; rais- 
ing the eyes is a most natural act in prayer. It is not at all nec- 
essary to take the article before “God” as meaning “the su- 
preme” (against W, P). ttdoxeo@a in Hbr 2: 17 only. 

14. “Rather than” is used quite popularly,! with no reflec- 
tion on degrees of pardon; “he and not the other” is the sense. 
For the final generalization cf 14: 11; to detect an eschatological 
reference here is artificial (against Jl, Ls). 


(9-14) Peculiar to Lk. 

From L; cf &uaptwAts (v. 13), nape = “beyond” (v. 14), and the 
Jerusalem setting. And on éralpety tods dp8aAuots (v. 13) cf 6:20. 
Jl, JW note that the parable forms a natural “pair” with 10: 30-37. 

(9) Lk may have framed this verse (cf on v. 1), but é&ouOevety 
hardly belongs to Lk’s vocabulary; the verb recurs in Lk only in 23: 11 
(L) and in the quotation in Acts 4:11. 8fxator is not especially Paul- 
ine. (10) &tepog is “Lukan.” (14a) The use of dedtxatdyevog is quite 
un-Pauline. (146) Cf Mt 23: 12; Lk has added this generalization from 
Q (so usually). The agreement of Lk and Mt is verbal, except for Lk’s 
participle constructions. 


15-17. The little children. 

The connection with the preceding appears to be close; not 
only had Christ such sympathy with outcasts, but “they brought 
even the babes to him.” 

15. The “touching,’’ doubtless, was to be imposition of hands 
in blessing!; cf Mk 10:16. The interference of the disciples was 
in no way a protest against “‘superstition”’ in asking a blessing 
for infants; they desired simply to spare Christ trouble. 

16. “Called them” is used although the parents are ad- 
dressed.t “Such” refers primarily to adults, not to children, 

v. 13. For autou WH print ewutov (BQ); 1 omits the pronoun. 

vy. 14. 1 The phrase evidently created difficulty. The addition of waAdov (D lat 
[exc vg sy]) was easy. But for mae exetvoy (WH, Ws, Sd, with BxL 579 D x 22 
minn vg) W® 69 minn (Receptus) have 1 exetyos (it is difficult to distinguish which 
of these readings is presupposed by the versions), while “AAA al pl Ko X (but none 
of the primary versions) have n yae exetvoc (“or did he?’’?). Ti adopts the last 


reading as “hardest,” but it is too hard to be original; Ws thinks that yap arose as 
a misreading of nao. 

vy. 15. !sys has “place his hands upon,” syc has “bless.” 

v. 16. 1 Perhaps B’s reason for omitting auta (WH bracket); sysc have only 
“said to them.” 
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although Z is perfectly right in saying that Tovovr@y “includes 
TovTwy or, rather, Kal TovTwy.”’ Hence the virtue implied can- 
not be “innocence.” ‘Childlike faith,” in the sense of “cre- 
dulity,” is obviously irrelevant. ‘“Trustful simplicity” (so usu- 
ally) is probably the best interpretation. “Humility” puts the 
accent in the wrong place, and is not quite accurate as a de- 
scription of childhood. 

JW’s note on Mk’s parallel is extremely valuable. He says, 
with justice, that this childlike quality is impossible of achieve- 
ment if it is made an object of direct endeavor. (Yet it should 
appear indirectly as a result of healthy moral development, if 
self-consciousness be avoided.) 

17. The entrance into the Kingdom, like the Kingdom itself, 
is future. So “reception of the Kingdom” is here reception of 
Christ’s teaching concerning the Kingdom. 


(15-17) Cf Mk 10: 13-16, Mt 19: 13-15. 

The Lk-Mt contacts are:—In v. 16 6 8¢ and xal. The common omis- 
sions are:-—From Mk v. 14 “‘seeing”’ and ‘‘moved with indignation” 
and from Mk v. 16 “‘embraced”’; the last two terms were probably 
thought too “‘human.’”’ And from Mk v. 16 the very unusual form 
xatevr6yet. 

(15) The insertion of xat helps connect with v. 14. Cf on 4:39. 
Beépn was probably deduced from xposépepov (W, Z); it intensifies 
the moral. Lk seems to think “seeing” should stand here to explain 
the disciples’ interference, and he then omits it where Mk applies it to 
Christ. (16) noocexadécato aitk replaces Mk’s jyavéxtncev. This 
makes the narrative more compact (Z), and renders Mk v. 16 needless 
(Hz, Ls, Z). 


18-27. The unwilling ruler. 

The connection appears to be “children are accepted where 
the rich are rejected.” 

18. A “ruler!” (= “elder”) was a member of a local san- 
hedrin, charged with general administrative and judicial func- 
tions; cf 12:58 and 14:1. For the question and its answer 
cf 10: 25 f. Certain commentators argue that the man showed 
a perverted moral sense? in emphasizing “doing,” rather than 
“being,” but this is captious. 


v. 18. Om lat (exc vg). ?Cf 213 minn netoatwy autoy xa Acyov. 
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19. To Christ “goodness” was essentially an active virtue, 
displaying itself in benevolence of all sorts (Mt 5: 44-48); cf 
especially WI, Ls. Hence only the Infinite can be truly “good,” 
for only the Infinite can fully exercise such benevolence. Cf 
Justin’s form of the saying in A pol. i, 16, oddels dyabds et pur) 
Ldvos 6 Geds 6 Toujcas Ta TavTa,! “no one is good save God 
alone, who made all things.” W, Z object that “good” does not 
properly have so full a content, but such insistence on the 
Greek is unjustified; the Aramaic adjective could not distin- 
guish between active and passive goodness. 

Even the strictest Christology should find no difficulty in the 
saying, for the limitations necessarily imposed by the Incar- 
nation were limitations on Christ’s “goodness” in this sense. 
Older commentators avoided dogmatic obstacles by a facile but 
impossible exegesis. Even P finds in the words only a rebuke 
of the questioner’s lack of trust in God; this may be implied in 
the saying, but it is inadequate as a complete explanation. 

20. As God is the sole standard of goodness, the answer to 
the ruler’s question is a summary of God’s commandments. 
Lk’s order! for the 6th and 7th is found also in Rom 13:9, Jas 
2:11, Philo De Dec., and is probably due to some liturgical 
practice. The 5th Commandment is placed at the end, perhaps 
because its application is narrower.? It need not imply that the 
questioner was young (despite Mt 19: 20); “from my youth” 
tells rather against this. 

21. The enumeration of the Commandments could be a dras- 
tic moral test, if all the implications Christ drew from them were 
included. But it does not appear that this test was intended 
in the present case, and the man certainly confines himself to 
the literal wording of the Decalogue. On this basis his reply is 
doubtless true, and he is not open to reproach for making it. 

22. Whatever may be the case in v. 20, the fulness of Christ’s 


v. 19. !Ti omits and WH bracket the article before 020g (om B*x*). @eoc o 
atyp is very common in patristic citations; cf WH, Appendix (on Mt 19: 17). 

vy. 20. ! Corrected in minn it vg sy;  minn af omit uy povevons. * Ti adds cov 
after unteoa, with xA sa bo A al pl Ko sy, but this is conformed to what precedes. 

v. 21. At the end Sd adds ov (om BD | syc), but cf Mk. 

v. 22. WH (in brackets), Ws insert tots before ovpavots, with B sa bo D. 
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demands is now brought out. “Yet” is probably ironical (W). 
The adjuration is unique, for not even the apostles were required 
to sell all that they had; in the present case the motive was 
based on the special situation, which doubtless involved fea- 
tures that are lost to us. The man appears to be offered apostle- 
ship (P). 

23. The test was unsuccessful, and the man stood! speechless 
and chagrined. 

24. His expression showed his refusal and Christ replied with 
a reproof, couched in general terms and not addressed exclu- 
sively to the ruler. Entrance into the Kingdom is made into 
more of a present act than in v. 17. Svoxddws here and in the 
parallels only. 

25. The expression denotes simple impossibility. BeXdvn! here 
only; Tp%“a possibly in Mt also. Both are common words in 
Greek. 

26. “Then who?” is most naturally taken as, “Who, if the 
wealthy are rejected?”’ Such an opinion is common in “popu- 
lar” theology everywhere, but Rabbinical tradition should not 
be accused of propagating it. To translate, “What rich man?” 
(W), or, “Who, if this model character is rejected?” (Z), is 
arbitrary. 

27. “God’s power can accomplish even this miracle.” Noth- 
ing is explained as to the manner of accomplishing it, however. 
Ls interprets, “God can give a rich man strength enough to sell 
all his possessions,” but this is too narrow; Z renders, “The sal- 
vation of any soul is a miracle,” but this exaggerates Christ’s 
teaching to an impossible degree (cf JW). 


(18-27) Cf Mk 10: 17-27, Mt 19: 15-26. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 21 the active égdAata (Mk’s middle 
may be intentional but its force is obscure). In v. 22 @tt (used quite 
differently and an easy addition), and the plural odeavotc (Mt’s text is 
uncertain but he prefers the plural). In v. 23 &xobcag for Mk’s otu- 
yvdoag (tautological with the following Aurodyevos). In v. 24 3€ and 
elxev. In v. 25 toquatos (tpumhuatos, Mt?) for Mk’s tho teunadtac 


v. 23. 1213 alone has amyAOev (Ta). Sdm has eyeveto (against BNL 579). 
v. 24. WH bracket the article before Inooug (om B). 
v. 25. '@ has the curious BeAovns warts pagedoc. 
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(a very rare word). Also etceAQetv (for Mk’s 8teAetv) to accord with 
the following prepositions. In v. 26 (ot) d&xobcavtes, used rather dif- 
ferently (W), but perhaps worth observation (but cf textual notes). 
In v. 27 8¢, elwev, and perhaps forty. 

The common omissions are:-—From Mk vy. 17 “on the way” and 
“and kneeling.” From Mk v. 19 “do not defraud” (not in the Deca- 
logue). From Mk v. 20 &8&oxeAe and pov. From Mk v. 21 “looking 
upon him loved him” (a touch that Lk—Mt would have thought im- 
proper, in view of the sequel), and the article before xtwyots (cf Lk 
14:13, Mt 26:9; the anarthrous use of this noun was common [Mk’s 
text is uncertain]). Mk v. 24 entire, except for a trace in Mt; this verse 
adds nothing to the narrative. From Mk vy. 26 xed¢ &autods, for 
Christ answers the question here. From Mk v. 27 od and yé&. 

None of the above has particular significance. 

(x8) After the usual initial abbreviations, Lk styles the questioner 
a “ruler,” deducing this probably from his riches (Hz, Ls). (20) The 
order of the Commandments in Mk is uncertain; either Lk or Mk (or 
both) may have been influenced by local usage. (21) W translates 
Mk’s middle éguAa&kuny by ‘I have guarded myself,” “‘I have done my 
best.”” This would give Mk’s form a modesty that is lost in Lk and Mt. 
The “Lukan” character of guAdocety is irrelevant here. (22) d&xobcas 
here and in vv. 23, 26 is supplied more freely than is usual in Lk; but 
Mk’s narrative contains an unusual number of changes of speaker. 
The alteration of Soteget into Aefwet (here only in Lk) is a matter of 
taste. “All” is a natural generalization, implied in Mk. Lk has the 
compound %&éS0c, rather better than the simple verb in this context. 
The plural odeavots is perhaps best explained as due to the familiar 
saying in 12:33; elsewhere Lk uses this plural only in 21: 26 (from 
Mk) and in ro: 20 (from Q). 

(23) tadcx is preferable to Mk’s Aéyos, for v. 22 contained several 
elements. The elimination of Mk’s “‘went away” is so curious that Ls 
suggests a pre-Markan source, but it is enough to suppose that Lk 
thought the ruler should hear Christ’s reproof. Mk has éywy xthwara 
twice in his vv. 22 f; Lk avoids the repetition by substituting xAobatosg 
at the first occurrence, while Mt makes the same change at the second. 
(24) Christ’s words are directed chiefly at the ruler; Ls suggests that 
Lk thought that the disciples did not need this teaching. Cf v. 28. 
The change of Mk’s “shall enter” into a present is doubtless to be 
connected with identifying the Kingdom and the church; W thinks 
that the present is due to the ruler’s hearing the reproof, but this is 
rather too refined. (25) Mk’s style is made more literary. (26) The 
astonishment of Christ’s hearers probably seemed somewhat un- 
necessary to Lk. (27) Mk’s repetition is avoided by generalizing the 


saying. 


274 ST. LUKE 


28-30. The sacrifices of the apostles. 

28. The apostles, at any rate, had done what the ruler refused. 

29-30. As illustrations of the reward in this present life Rom 
16:13, Gal 4:19, 1 Cor 5:15, etc, may be quoted (so usually). 
Recompense for the loss of a “house” is found in Christian pro- 
vision for needy brethren, even if Acts 2: 45, 4: 32 (W) specify 
too closely. “Father” is rightly omitted from the list, for the 
reward of the faithful is the One Father, but “wife” is very 
awkward (it gave rise to some extraordinary patristic exegesis). 
On these verses cf, especially, P. 


(28-30) Cf Mk 10: 28-31, Mt 19: 27-30. 

The Lk-Mt contacts are:—In v. 28 elxey and the aorist of &xoAou- 
Oety (Mk’s perfect is unique). In v. 29 6 88... efxev adtotc. In 
V. 30 noAAarAactova, a contact not easily explicable, for the word occurs 
here only. In fact W argues for a Q version of vv. 29-30 (only); this is 
not impossible, but the evidence is scarcely convincing (and cf textual 
notes). 

The common ;omissions are:—From Mk v. 28 jp§ato. From Mk 
v. 29 ‘fon account of the Gospel”; cf on 9: 24. From Mk v. 30 “now” 
and “houses . . . lands” (both repetitions), and “‘ with persecutions”’ 
(too abrupt). 

(28) The reason for t& {8a is not obvious; W calls it an intensifica- 
tion. (29) The addition of “‘wife’”’ was easy but most unfortunate. 
“Parents” summarizes. Mk’s “lands” is an anti-climax. The change 
of Mk’s “‘my” into “‘the kingdom of God’s” is difficult to explain; W 
thinks this is a conformation to v. 24, but it may also be regarded as 
adding cumulative evidence for the detection of a pre-Markan source, 
although Mt certainly read ““my” in Mk. (30) 8¢ ody is much better 
than Mk’s é&v ph. Lk had already given Mk’s v. 31 in 13: 30. 


31-34. Prediction of the Passion. 

31. The 5é makes a sharp contrast after the promises of vv. 
29f. “Unto the Son of man” may be taken after either ‘“ac- 
complished” or “written.” The latter (“written with regard 
to the Son of man”; W, Hz?, P) is the more natural, although 
such a use of the dative after ypdpeuv is very unusual! (cf per- 

v. 28. Ti omits the article before [eteoc, against B8LD@ al pl. 

v. 29. Ti omits ott, with x*AD lat (exc f). 

v. 30. Ti, WHm, Sd read aroAa(y (so usually), WH non mg, Ws have the simple 


verb, with BDM minn a. Ws holds that D af it may be right in reading extaxAactova. 
v. 31. Cf wept tou urou in D Ferr minn lat sy; © has cept tw vw. 
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haps Jude v. 14, 3 Macc 6:41). In any case the Greek is not 
good. 


32. The Gentiles’ share in the Passion appears for the first 
time, while the Jews’ responsibility retires behind “delivered”; 
in fact, vv. 31-32 can be read so as to imply that the prophecies 
pointed simply to the act of the Gentiles. But this is probably 
more than Lk means. 

34. The disciples’ inability to understand is stated with ex- 
treme emphasis. This is the sixth prediction of the Passion in 
Lk. In four cases (9: 22, 12: 49-50, 13: 33, 17: 25) nothing is 
said about such a difficulty; in the other instance (9:45) the 
disciples at least felt apprehension. Cf critical notes. 


(31-34) Cf Mk 10: 32-34, Mt 20: 17-19. 

The only Lk—Mt contacts are elzey in v. 31, and the obvious correc- 
tion in v. 33. And the only common omissions are from Mk v. 32:— 
“and Jesus . . . afraid’ (obscure), “‘again,” ‘‘began” and ‘“‘the things 
that were to happen to him” (all superfluous). 

Lk’s procedure here is quite unlike his ordinary editing of Mk, and 
the assumption of a non-Markan source is imperative. The reasons 
are:— 

(a) The addition in v. 31 of teAcofjoetat . . . xpogntmy, which is 
not hinted at in Mk, but which is in keeping with 9: 51, 21: 22, 22: 37, 
24: 26-27, 44. 

(b) Assigning the acts of the Passion to the Gentiles, something not 
at all in accord with Lk’s point of view. 

(c) The introduction of the disciples’ misunderstanding in a particu- 
larly difficult place, where Mk says nothing about it. 

(d) The loose Greek in v. 31, the Hebraic parallelism in v. 34, and 
the use of ‘Iepouc«nAnu. where Mk has ‘IepocéAune. 

These arguments seem conclusive. And (a) and (d) point to L as 
Lk’s source; cf also the use of xat aitof in v. 34 and the resemblance 
between v. 34 and 9: 45. 

L’s wording may be reconstructed perhaps as follows by omitting 
the phrases that are from Mk:—tedecOqcetar ndvta tae yeyeauweva 
dtaz tH Koognt@y tH vig tod &vVOomrou- napadoOycetat yap tote ZOvyaty 
xat DBercjcerar. xa adrot xA (as in v. 34); “There shall be accom- 
plished all the things that have been written through the prophets 
with regard to the Son of man; for he shall be delivered up to the Gen- 
tiles and shall be mocked. And they,” etc. This is complete in itself 
and ‘gives the disciples genuine reason for misunderstanding. je 
is “Lukan,” but may be from L. 
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35-43. The blind beggar. 

The narrative suddenly introduces Jericho, although v. 31 is 
the only indication of a departure from northern Palestine (cf 
17:11). Yet Lk was evidently well aware that Jericho was near 
Jerusalem (19:11). The pilgrimage from the Galilean border 
has been passed over in silence. 

35. éraiT@v! as in 16: 3. 

36. The presence of the “crowd” has been taken for granted. 
érruvOaveTo KTA! as in 15: 26. 

38. This is the only instance in Lk (and Mk) of “Son of 
David” as a title for Christ. Its only meaning can be “Mes- 
siah,” for descendants of David had no power to work miracles 
because of their ancestry. Lk assumes that the Messianic secret 
had now become known (cf 19: 11, 38). 

39. Lk scarcely thought of the attempt to silence the beggar 
as an attempt to silence the Messianic disclosure. 

40. This is the only instance in Lk or Acts where oraeés 
means “halted.” 

42. In “saved” Lk doubtless saw more than physical healing; 
Chae ShOn Oo AG. E 7: TOs 

43. This enthusiasm prepares for the following scene. aivost 
in Mt 21:16 only (a LXX quotation). 


(35-43) Cf_Mk 10: 46-52, Mt 20: 29-34. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 37 the use of a verb compounded 
with xape&. In v. 38 the participle of Aéyerv. In v. 41 xdere for Mk’s 
eaBGouv. The common omissions are:—From Mk v. 46 xat tov 
yabnt@y adctod, and the Aramaic name of the beggar. From Mk v. 47 
“began.” From Mk vy. 49 the repetition of Christ’s command. Mk 
y. 50 almost entirely (needless detail). From Mk v. 51 “‘answered”’ 
and “blind man.” From Mk v. 52 “‘in the way.” 

None of this is of importance. 

In Mk this incident stands at Christ’s departure from Jericho, and 
Lk’s transfer of it to His entrance into Jericho was a puzzle to older 


v. 35. 1 coocatwy in Ko, against BxL 579 D 157. 

v.36. 1 WH non mg omit ay, against WLD@ x Ferr Q al minn pl X a; the evidence 
for the omission is good, but the particle is bad Greek. sy read “who this was.” 

Vv. 39. 33 157 minn b omit this verse (ecAenoov we . . . ehenooy we). 

v. 40. WH omit the article before Insousg (with BD 270). 

v. 43. !D has d0&ay. 


—s. 7. 
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commentators (cf P). Lk’s indifference to Palestinian topography is so 
pronounced that a special tradition is unlikely (against Z); Hz, Ls think 
it is placed here to account for Zacchzus’ interest, but Lk would not 
have thought this needed explanation. W (not ’or) argues that 19 : 1-27 
stood together in L, as a continuous narrative that led up to the entry 
into Jerusalem, and that Lk did not like to interrupt it, This is the 
easiest explanation. 

(35) éyéveto év tH eyyKewv etc, followed by a finite verb, is alto- 
gether in L’s style; v. 35a was probably the continuation of yv. 34 in L. 
As there are no traces of L in what follows, this clause must have been 
followed by 19:2 originally. Lk abbreviates Mk rather drastically. 
Mk’s xeocaltms is very unliterary (Jn 9: 8 is the only other occurrence); 
Lk replaces it by éxattéy, which is given a more logical position. (36) 
Mk’s dxotcag is explained in detail; cf 15:26. (37) &mayyéArety is 
“Lukan.” In Acts Lk always (7 times) uses the form Natweatoc. (38) 
éBénoey as in 9:38. “Incod is made emphatic. (39) Mk’s woAAot is 
vague, and is awkward before the following 7oAA@; Lk improves. Lk 
prefers oty&v to cwwr&y for some reason. aités here is really emphatic. 
(40) Mk is compressed to the bare essentials; &yew is “Lukan.” 
éyyGey is from v. 35. (42) &v&GAeoy is a great improvement on Mk. 
(43) napaxeta, dSoEktev toy Oeby, and Ads are “Lukan.” For the 
style of the conclusion cf 5: 25 f and 7: 29. 


CHAPTER XIX 


1-10. Zaccheus. 

2. The redundant combination évéuatu caXovpevos? is unique 
in the New Testament. ‘‘Zacchzeus” (2 Macc 10: 19) represents 
the Hebrew °2? (Ezr 2:9). A “chief publican” must have 
been an official with general superintendence over the publicans 
of a district; Jericho as the eastern gateway for Judea’s trade 
had especially important revenues. That apxiteh@vns is not 
known in earlier Greek is doubtless mere accident. 

The doubled kal adres? is very Semitic. 

3. Lk takes for granted that Zaccheeus had already heard of 
Christ. W translates ¢o7Te «TX by “sought to see which was 
Jesus,” but this is hardly necessary. 

v. 2. !Om Ferr (pl). 2Om D minn G latt vg sy. *So WH non mg, Sd; this is 
much the hardest reading and can best be understood as the source of the others 


(the manuscript testimony is indeterminate). Ti, WHm have xat qv tAouatoc, Ws 
NAt OUTOS TAOUGLOG. 
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4, In the context “on before 1” means “ahead of the crowd,” 
the phrase is found here only. ovxomopéa (here only, ouKdpopos 
is the usual form?) is the fig mulberry (ficus sycomorus), a com- 
mon wayside tree. 

5. Lk certainly thought that Christ recognized Zacchzus 
through supernatural knowledge, but cf critical notes. Hz, Wl 
note that Christ’s act illustrates Mt ro: 11. 

6. The leaders of Judaism had long ostracized Zacchzeus as 
an irreclaimable sinner. 

7. Sveydyyvfov is probably inceptive, “began to murmur.” 
KaTalvew as in 9: 12. 

8. JW notes that an extended interview must have preceded 
Zaccheus’ vow, but the narrative is not concerned with this. 
“Stood” has no special force and is Hebraistic. The condition 
after el} is supposed actual, “in each such case” (W). Zacchzeus 
doubles the penalty prescribed by Ex 22: 4, 7. 

If Zaccheus had “eventually left all and followed Christ” 
(P), the narrative would never have omitted so significant a 
fact; he was one of the many disciples who continued to live 
in their homes and to go about their usual business. 

9. Here pos! can mean only “with respect to” (against P). 
“House” as in 10: 5; a man’s family was supposed to act as he 
did and to share his fate. Cf 13: 16; Lk could not have thought 
that a man with such a name as “Zaccheus” was a Gentile 
(against Hz, Ls). 

10. For this final generalization cf 5:32. It should not be 
taken too closely with v. 9 (against K). 


(1-10) Peculiar to Lk. 
From L; cf tod with no verb and the (ungraceful) double xat aitéc¢ 


v. 4. 1 WDA al pl Ko omit ets to; lat omit the whole phrase, except d (‘‘ante- 
cedens ab ante’), af (“‘precessit autem in priore”). * But not found among the 
variants. 

v. 5. sys omits the first clause (nA@ev . . . tomov), which D 157 af it syc para- 
phrase. The insertion of etdev (autoy) before (157), after (Ko), or in place of 
avaBAsbas (D sy) smoothes the sentence (BX 33 L 579 sa bo © 1-family minn om 
etdey). WH bracket the article before Imcoug (om B). 

v. 8. The orthographic variations for ny.tctw are almost countless. WH bracket 
the article before ttwyots (om B minn). 1Om R sy. 

v.9. WH bracket the article before Ijcoug (om B) and the final eotty, which Ti 
omits (with 8*LR). !af dr omit xeo¢g autoy; R latt read me0¢ autouc. 
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in v. 2, &uaptwAds in v. 7, the use of xéptog in v. 8, and the special 
interest of vv. 8-0. 

(x) Probably from Lk; &:gexec0ar (in v. 4 also) is “Lukan” and 
confusing; it puts the event inside the city, where trees were not likely 
to be found (WI, K), whereas L’s introduction (underlying 18: 35) 
placed the scene just before the entrance. (2) ave, dvéuatt and 
xaAobwevos are all “Lukan,” but Lk is scarcely responsible for the 
whole combination. (4) In “sycamore” Ls detects a reference to, the 
grafting of the Gentiles into the root of Abraham (!). (5) téo¢ after 
éxt occurs in Lk only in L (22: 40; 23 : 33; not in Acts). d&g is “‘Lukan.” 
(7) For Steyoyybtew cf on 5:30, 15:2. dvfie is “Lukan” and un- 
necessary, but there is no reason to treat this whole verse as a gloss 
(against W, Hz). (8) For ouxogavrety cf 3:14, but dxdexev is “Lu- 
kan.” Ls continues his allegory here:—Zaccheus does not follow 
Christ, and so he is meant as the type of later Gentile converts. (9) 
Cf on 13:16. ‘‘House”’ has nothing to do with “the Gentiles” (against 
Ls). (ro) Lk’s generalization; note the public and unambiguous use of 
“Son of Man.” 

It is difficult to see any reason for questioning the general accuracy 
of this section. The only obscurity is Christ’s recognition of the publi- 
can in y. 5, but Christ was doubtless accompanied by disciples who 
had made arrangements in advance and who would point out Zaccheus 
as a possible host. The only feature that the story has with the call of 
Levi is the appearance of publicans in both; Levi was called to apostle- 
ship, not to conversion (against WI, Ls). And, “To interpret Bar- 
timzus of Jericho as ‘son of the unclean,’ and Zacchzeus of Jericho as 
‘son of the clean,’ is to make one’s self ridiculous” (WI, on Mk). 


11-28. The parable of the minas. 

This section is given as an explicit contrast to the preceding. 

11. The mention of “salvation” in v. 9 could suggest to the 
listeners that the Kingdom was at hand (so usually), but Lk 
lays no stress on this (cf K). avT@v1is ad sens. The significance 
of the nearness of Jerusalem is obvious. mpooGeés is very He- 
braistic (5]D°). avapalvew? in Acts 21:3 only; P reads too 
much into the word when he paraphrases “they were certain of 
a glorious pageant.” 

It should be needless to say that in Lk’s mind the antithesis 
to “immediately” was “distant a few decades,” not “many 
centuries.” Still, Lk would have seen in the passage a correc- 


v.11. 10m 69 minn. ? avagepecOat in TD. 
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tive of apocalyptic excitement even for his own day (Jl, Hz, 
JW, Ls). 

12. The story is founded on the relations of the Herodian 
princes with Rome, probably with special reference to Archelaus 
(Antt XVII, ix [206 ff], etc), although J] questions any particu- 
lar allusion to Rome. 

13. The nobleman had many servants, out of whom he 
selected ten for a special test. “Mina” is found in this parable 
only; it is the LXX transliteration of 13%, the syncopated form 
(uva) doubtless being Aramaic. From Ezekiel’s day (Ezk 45: 12 
in corrected text) the maneh weighed fifty shekels; this in silver 
would give a value of ca. $20.00, no very great sum. (A mina 
of gold would have been specified as such.) mpayywarever@ar! 
here only. év 6? is “pregnant,” “during the time until.” 

To Lk this whole narrative was a transparent allegory of the 
church during the absence of Christ. The number “ten” prob- 
ably signified completeness to him, representing Christians in 
general (W). If he interpreted the gift of the minas he probably 
thought of the gifts of the Spirit. 

14. Cf Antt XVII, xi (209 ff), xiii (339 ff). The aorist Bact- 
AeVo-at! means “to become king.” Lk hardly thought, however, 
of a postponement of the Parousia through the Jews’ unbelief 
(against Jl); the embassy is not to be allegorized. 

15. The efforts of the delegates were unsuccessful, but the 
newly made king does not occupy himself with his enemies until 
v. 27. His first care is for the servants whom he was testing; 
perhaps the allegory thinks of “judgment beginning at the house 
of God” (1 Pet 4:17). Svampayparever Gas (here only) takes 
up the simple verb in v. 13. 

16. mpocepyafec@a here only. 

17. The object of the test in v. 13 becomes evident; by it the 

v. 13. 1 The aorist imperative is to be read, with BkLMA al pl (Ti, WHm, Ws, 
Sd); the present imperative is a correction (‘“‘keep on working”). WH)’s preference 


for the aorist infinitive rests on speculation (ii, p. 309). 2 ew¢ in A@ al pl Ko.. 

v. 14. ! Present in @ 157. 

v.15. Ti, Ws read ttc tt Stemexyyatevoato (AMA al pl Ko latt vg syp); WH, 
Sd have t Stexexypatevoavto (Bx 33 L 579 sa bo D af sysc); there are several 
“mixed” readings. The first form seems rather too painstakingly exact. 1 Simple 
verb in WA minn. 
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king endeavored to determine how far his various servants were 
worthy of office in the realm he had to organize. Lk may or 
may not have thought of authority in the coming Kingdom 
(cf 22: 28-30). “Least” may be allegorical for “money” (cf 
16: 10), but this is probably too narrow; “in earthly tasks gen- 
erally.” ede here only. to@ &ywyr is not especially good Greek. 

18-19. The reception of the second servant is told in an ab- 
breviated form. 

20. “The other” is surprising, for eight servants remain. 
But all reference to seven of them is omitted; P argues that they 
are taken for granted, but the article before érepos contradicts 
this. Cf critical notes. covddpiov is a Latinism. As a mina 
weighed only about two pounds, a small cloth was sufficient for 
wrapping this quantity of silver. 

21. The servant pleads the danger of running any risk with 
a man of his master’s character. His sharp practice, whether 
at the accounting table or in the field, was notorious, and he 
would be remorseless if his property was lost. How a servant 
could venture on such insolent frankness is not explained; it 
might be comprehensible in speaking to an ordinary master, 
but not to a king. 

The allegory breaks down at this point, for the master is 
clearly not Christ (against P). Still, Lk may have thought the 
words an impudent slander (Ls, cf Z). 

avotnpos here only. 

22. The master accepts the servant’s characterization with 
grim complacency. Indeed, the servant has underestimated the 
hardness of his character; he is almost as angry at the failure 
of possible profit as he would have been at actual loss. 

23. The servant has been stupid, as well as lazy, for he has 
overlooked an easy means to contribute something to his mas- 
ter’s welfare. The bankers of Palestine evidently enjoyed a 
good reputation for security. 

The allegorical meaning of this speech was a sore puzzle to 
older expositors, who generally interpreted it as a description 
of the minimum Christian routine. But no allegory appears to 


v. 18. etepog for Seutepos (157 lat) is “harder”; o etepoc in D. 
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be meant; the negligence of the servant is simply expressed in 
concrete language. 

24. The servant is punished by being deprived of any share 
in his master’s favor. Ls notes that “ten” here should be 
“eleven,” but thisis strained. Much more serious is the fact that 
the first servant has ten cities, as well as ten minas, so that this 
additional mina would be atrifling gift (Jl, Ls). Cf critical notes. 

25. P breaks into the parable at this point and makes 
“Christ’s auditors” the subject of “said”; but this is most arti- 
ficial. Ls detects a reference to Jewish-Christian jealousy of 
Gentiles (!). 

26. The omission of elev 6€1 heightens the climax. Cf 8: 18; 
here Soxe@? is needless. The speaker is the king in the parable, 
not Christ, but to Lk the two were identical. 

27. The enemies of v. 14 are finally mentioned. To Lk this 
whole scene lay in the eschatological future, so any reference to 
the destruction of Jerusalem is impossible (against Ls). 

28. This verse returns to v. 11. Now that Christ had at- 
tempted to discourage the enthusiasm, He could proceed. €- 
mpoaGev' is curiously used. It may mean “forward” (W, Ls), or 
“as leader” (Z); by v. 4 the former is preferable. 


(11-28) This section very obviously contains two distinct elements. 
In vy. 15-26 there is a parable taken from human life, illustrating 
the relations between man and God but not paralleling them in de- 
tail. This parable dealt with a master and three servants. The master 
was not a king; cf his unregal anxiety about the interest on a single 
mina in v. 23 and the servant’s insolence in v. 20. And this parable has 
a fairly complete parallel in Mt 25: 14-30, and is presumably from Q 
(or has been influenced by Q). 

In the second place, vv. 11, 12, 14, 27 (at least) contain a wholly in- 
dependent story. This is likewise a true parable, for it is self-consistent 
as a simple narrative of human events, but it is likewise capable of 
being treated as a pure allegory. Its source is L; cf «tcety (v. 14), and 
éyéveto év tq followed by an aorist infinitive and xet (v. 15), while 
for Bacthedety éxt with the accusative (v. 27) cf 1: 33. 


v. 25. ! The awkwardness, however, is doubtless responsible for the omission of 
the whole verse in W bo D 69 minn af b ffz sysc. 

v. 26. ! Inserted (variously) in minnisyp. ? Inserted in @ 69 minn syc. 

v. 27. D completes by adding Mt 25: 30. 

v. 28. 'D af it omit; sysc have “thence,” 
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(xr) W thinks that the first few words are due to Lk, but Lk would 
hardly have employed the Hebraistic use of xpooQefs (although the 
verb itself is “Lukan”) or the loose ait@y. (12) Lk may have added 
xat Srootpépat (the verb is “Lukan”’). (13) The connecting link be- 
tween the two parables was that both contained a charge to servants 
by a departing master. L’s parable obviously contained ten servants, 
but the charge imposed on them is lost, as the two versions are joined 
here. (W thinks that this whole verse belongs to L, WI assigns it all to 
Q.) Ls thinks that the ten servants contain a reminiscence of the ten 
virgins in Mt 25:1, but this is only conjecture. 

Lk and Mt (25:14) have in common xaAéo(ac), SobAoug, and 
-85wxev abtotcs. As regards the amount given to the servants, Lk’s 
“mina” is unquestionably right. Lk would not have introduced this 
Jewish word, while Mt’s (v. 15) “talents” (an enormous sum of money) 
is in conflict with “few things” in his vv. 21, 23. And Mt’s diversity 
in the amount of the gifts, “to each according to his own ability,” 
seem to be due to allegorizing (WI). 

(14) From L. Cf on 14:32. In L these “citizens” were the anti- 
Christian Jews, who rejected the preaching of Christ as Messiah. The 
use of todtoy is “Lukan.” (15) This verse has little parallel in Mt and 
is evidently in part from L; for éravépyecbat cf 10: 35. 

(16) Cf Mt v. 20; Lk’ seems to be generally original. Jl objects to 
the exaggerated ratio of gain (1:10), but this is hypercritical. But WI 
thinks Lk’s cov is allegorical. xapaylvecOat is “Lukan.” (17) Lk 
agrees with Mt v. 21 in ef(ye), &yafe S00Ac, and mtotéc. Here Mt is 
simpler; Lk’s év éAayfot corresponds to his 16: 10, and his insertion 
of “‘cities”’ is due to the L admixture (or is from L directly), But Mt’s 
final clause is an obvious gloss. (18-19) Mt’s fuller form is preferable. 

(20) Cf Mt v. 25. As in Mt the “mina” had grown to a “talent,” a 
different method for secreting it was necessary. But no reason appears 
for Lk’s and Mt’s difference in order. W thinks Lk has been influenced 
by L, but there is no evidence of this; the use of i600 here is good 
Greek. %tepocis “Lukan.” (21) Cf Mt v. 24. W, Jl, Ls (against McN) 
prefer Lk’s abatynpéc to Mt’s oxdAnpéc, but Lk’s afperc 3 odx EOnxac 
seems reflected (Ls) and influenced by v. 23. (22) Lk’s é& ... oe 
may (W) or may not be a reflected addition, but the other variants are 
connected with those of v. 21. (23) The agreements are very close. 
Ji thinks that Lk’s interrogative form and his (technical) éxpa€a (“Lu- 
kan”) are refinements, while W contends for the originality of Mt’s 
xat dxvneé. obv and xecovety (in this sense?) are “Lukan.” (24) Lk’s 
first four words are a studied improvement (so usually). Otherwise Lk 
and Mt are practically identical. (25) Probably a transition verse 
added by Lk (so usually). (26) Aéyw duty is doubtless due to Lk, who 
has also given dx’ a better position. Whether xat nepiooev@qoerae 
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was added by Mt (W, Hz, JW) or omitted by Lk (Jl, Hk) is indeter- 
minate. Mt’s v. 30 is a gloss. 

(27) From L, with L’s intensity of feeling (cf WI, JW). yew is 
“TLukan.” (28) Also from L, as it continues v. 11. 

The insertion of the parable from Q into this section from L may be 
referred without hesitation to Lk. 

The L parable could not have been delivered in public by Christ. 
That He spoke in such terms to the innermost circle of His disciples is 
just conceivable, but the general tone (especially the passionate char- 
acter) make a later Jewish-Christian origin rather more than probable 
(so usually). The fragmentary character makes closer dating impossi- 
ble; Hk thinks that Mt 22: 6 stood in this parable. 

Q’s parable, on the other hand, is obviously in Christ’s style (note 
especially its freedom from allegory). It could have formed part of His 
public preaching on the coming Messiah, for the departure of the 
master is a subordinate element; cf on 12: 35-38. Indeed, W, Ls hold 
that the original application was not eschatological at all; this is possi- 
ble though not likely (cf Jl). v. 26 evidently was not originally part of 
the parable, though Lk has not recognized this (cf exegetical notes). JW 
thinks that the original form ended with v. 23, and that v. 24 was added in 
Q to connect with y. 26. For a possible continuation cf on 16: 10-12. 

If there is any relation between this parable and Mk 13: 34, Mk is 
secondary (against WI). 


29-38. The triumphal procession. 

29. The site of Bethany seems definitely established near el- 
Azartyeh, some two thousand yards from the corner of the 
Haram, slightly south of east. The situation of Bethphage is 
more uncertain. A tradition that is at least as old as the Cru- 
sades, however, places it not quite half way between Bethany 
and Jerusalem, on the road running over Olivet. The Synoptic 
notices are of no help in determining the relative positions of 
the villages, for ets BnOday? cal BnOaviay may mean “ to Beth- 
phage and then to Bethany,” or “between Bethphage and Beth- 
any” (Z), or “to Bethany, which lies near Bethphage” (W on 
Mk, cf P). But mpos 70 dpos here (cf v. 37) can only mean “as 
far as the eastern slope of the mount,” an indication that ac- 
cords with the Crusaders’ site for Bethphage. 

The accent of €Aavwv' is very uncertain, but it seems simplest 
to treat the form as a proper name, "EAaop, 


v. 29. !D has to opog twy eAatwy xaAoumevoy. 
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The two messengers are not named. 

30. W thinks that this “village” was Bethany, while Z argues 
for Bethphage; the question is indeterminate, but there is no 
reason to think of some third unnamed village (against P). 
katévayti! (LXX) occurs here only in Lk, and its use as an 
adjective is curious. A “pregnance” at the beginning of the 
second clause can be avoided by translating “in which,? as ye 
enter, ye will find.” 

The characteristics of the animal fitted it for a sacred use, 
but the choice of an unbroken ass for a solemn procession was, 
to say the least, remarkable. 

81. S70 is “because,” balancing 61a té, The use of “Lord” 
would be very unnatural, if the man were not thought to be a 
disciple. 

33. of xvpiot makes a curious (intentional?) contrast with 
0 KUpLos. 

35. émipirrew in 1 Pet 5:7 only. 

36. Logically, the subject of “spread” should still be the 
two messengers. But this is impossible, and “the disciples” 
must be understood, although such an omission of the subject 
is unusual in Lk. The road was carpeted as for a royal proces- 
sion. 

37. 759! seems to imply “even before the descent of the 
mount was reached.”’ The past miracles? were the cause of the 
crowd’s enthusiasm: “disciples?” is used in the widest possible 
sense. xaTtaBaous here only. 

38. The acclamation begins with Ps 118: 26, with the in- 


v. 30. WH, Ws begin with Xeywy (BNLD®O Ferr minn); otherwise etnwy. 1 ane- 
yaytt in 579 minn; 213 1071 conform to Mk. ?D sy have xa for ev 7. 

v.32. D abbreviates into xat aneOovtes anexorOnoay ott o xvptog xTA (¥. 34), 
omitting all of v. 33 and most of v. 32. WI thinks this is original, particularly as af 
sys also omit most of v. 33 (after twAov). But such an extreme condensation of Mk 
would be unlike Lk, while an interpolator would have copied Mk more exactly. 

v. 35. VF omit the first clause (xat . . . xat); D af do so partly. 

v. 36. WH, Ws have eautwy (BA al); Ti Sd read autwy (x al). 

v.37, !}Om DMI'3 minn af a sysa. ?it (exc a qf) omit wept . . . Suvaewy (not 
understood ?); D r sysc generalize by not specifying miracles. 3 latt syc omit. 

v. 38. The problem in the first part of the salutation is complex. The authorities 
may be divided into three general classes:— 

1. With both BastAeus and epxouevog:—(a) 0 epxouevoc BactAeuc (Bulk of MSS; 
Sd, WHm). (b) 0 epxouevos o BactAcus (B sa bo sy [‘‘the king who cometh”’]; 
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sertion of “King.” Nothing could be more explicitly Mes~ 
sianic. 

The best paraphrase of the second portion seems to be, “‘ Peace 
is prepared by God in heaven to be bestowed on men,—may 
He who dwells on high be glorified!” So W, Z; cf on 2: 14. 
To acclaim the Messiah is to acclaim the peace that will come 
from God. But such liturgical ejaculations should not be con- 
strued too closely. 

WI1 makes needless difficulty by translating “may peace be 
granted to Heaven,” a rendition that he rightly finds incompre- 
hensible. Ls thinks that earth is disregarded, and that the 
peace and glory of heaven alone are praised; this is possible. 


(29-36) Cf Mk 11: 1-8, Mt 21: 1-8. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 29 two aorists in place of Mk’s his- 
toric presents. In v. 30 participle constructions (twice) to avoid xa, 
and &yewv for Mk’s gépety (a great improvement, made again in v. 35). 
In v. 31 épette Ste for Mk’s efxate; but both Lk (cf 22:11) and Mt 
are much fonder of épety than Mk, while in Mt the repetition of elxety 
is avoided. And 8tt in Lk is causal, while in Mt it is recitative. In 
vv. 32-33 5¢ and the participle constructions. In v. 35 the (preferable) 
compounds with éx-. In v. 36 &autéy (text?) the avoidance of Mk’s 
“pregnant” éy th 686. 

None of this is particularly significant, but there is a very difficult 
contact in v. 29, if D 700 latt vg are right in omitting “‘Bethphage”’ 
from Mk 11:1. In this case a pre-Markan source would be certain, for 
Lk would never have inserted this word editorially. But the evidence 
for this reading is insufficient, while a simplification of Mk’s complicated 
éyytGovaww etc ‘IepocdAuua elg ByOpay} xat Bybaviay would have been 
natural. 

The common omissions are-—From Mk v. 1 “‘his.”? From Mk v. 2 
“into it” (superfluous). From Mk v. 3 ‘‘back hither,” perhaps partly 
as obscure and partly as undignified (Christ promises to return the 
borrowed ass). But this omission helps to obscure the historic basis of 


WH text, Ws). (c) ‘qui venit rex” (latt vg syj; this may represent either [a] or [b]). 
(d) 0 epxouevos ev ovowatt xuetov evAoynuevos o BactAeug (D c fi: ris; Zahn). 
(e) So, but ending BactAeug (no article) tov Icpand (157). 
2. Without epyouevoc: evAoynuevos o (om H) BactAeuc (x*H af 1*; Ti, WHm, wi). 
3. Without Gactheus: evAoynwevos o epyouevoc (W 579 A* minn); so Mk-Mt. 
Not very much can be made out of this confusion, but 1 (b) can be perhaps best 
understood as the source of the others (Ws). It is “hard,” but it can be understood 
as technically Jewish, as it treats ““he who cometh” practically as a proper name. 
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the story. From Mk v. 4 “‘tied . . . street’’ (needless and obscure). 
From Mk v. 6 “unto them” and “they let them go”’ (needless). 

No pre-Markan source is indicated. 

(29) In the first clause L’s vocabulary is strongly marked; note 
éyéveto with finite verb and &¢ }yytsev ets. This probably represents 
the continuation of v. 28 in L, which Lk has interrupted to insert the 
following verses from Mk. éAatev is perhaps from L (cf 21: 37, Acts 
1:12), but x«Aoduevoy is “Lukan.” (30) Mk is condensed slightly. 
mdrote is more dignified than Mk’s odxw, and it avoids Mk’s double 
negative (W). &yetv is “Lukan.” (31) épwtg (“Lukan”) is an im- 
provement. The phrasing 8:& tt Adete; ottws épette’ Stt gives the 
sentence balance. For 8:& tf cf v. 23. Lk thought it needless to state 
that Christ’s command would be obeyed. (32) Mk’s missing subject 
is supplied from the verb in v. 29. The repetition in Mk is abridged. 
(33) ot xbotor makes Mk’s trvéc less vague. (34) Lk has used Mk’s 
xa0d¢ elmey in v. 32, so here he expands Mk, to avoid monotony. (35) 
&yewy is ‘‘Lukan.” Lk avoids repeating thy m@Aov. The use of éntot- 
xtety is a matter of taste; Hz thinks it no improvement on Mk. Mk’s 
last clause is made clearer; éxtQrGdlerv as in 10:34. (36) The geni- 
tive absolute gives a better connection, but it seems to have displaced 
Mk’s xoAAot rather awkwardly. After the present participle in the 
genitive absolute, Mk’s aorist is made an imperfect. But the réason 
for the disappearance of the tree-branches is not clear. W thinks that 
Lk avoids introducing a new theme, but this seems insufficient. In 
W sys Mk 11: 8d is omitted, and the clause may be a gloss from Mt. 
Or the omission in Lk may be due to the use of L, which begins at this 
point. 

(37-38) Cf Mk 11: 9-10, Mt 21:9. 

Here Lk’s resemblance to Mk is very slight, and Lk’s source is L; cf 
éyyiCery and &pxeo8ar in v. 37. Note also the contact with Jn 12: 12f 
(JW), the exact knowledge of the topography, and the resemblance to 
2:13-14. 

(37) Ls argues that the topography was taken by Lk from 2 Sam 
15:32 (!). He also holds that rept duvéerewy is an attenuation of the 
Messianic character of the demonstration, but cf exegetical notes. The 
attraction of éy is “‘Lukan.” (38) WI asserts that this verse is the 
source of 2:14. But he gives no reason, and he overlooks the fact that 
the parallel extends to v. 37 and 2: 13. 


39-40. Complaint of the Pharisees. 

39. W finds that the Pharisees were afraid of a Messianic up- 
rising, but this specifies too closely. 

40. Christ refuses. If man did not hail Him, inanimate nature 
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would find a voice. Note the deliberate use of an indicative! 
after édv, Christ’s phrase was doubtless proverbial; Hz thinks 
of Hab 2:11 as the eventual source (contrast WI). 


(39-40) No indication of source is offered by this little saying. Hz, 
Ls connect it with Mt 21:15 f, but the passages are widely different. 
McN even argues that Lk’s ‘“‘stones” and Mt’s “children” are the 
result of confusion in a common Aramaic original, but this is fanciful. 


41-44, Lament over Jerusalem. 

41, The passage must be translated, ‘‘while he drew near, as 
the city came into view.” Apparently the narrative thinks of 
reaching the “descent” of v. 37; i. e., the moment of attaining 
the summit. 

42. “Thy!” with “day” and “peace” specializes too closely. 
If xai ye? is read before év the phrase receives a special accent, 
although the force is difficult to reproduce in English. «al ov 
is probably “thou, as well as those who have accepted me.” 
The impressive suppression of the apodosis‘ is intentional. 
“Hid” is read most naturally as a simple statement of fact, 
without such a special implication as “by God’s decree” (against 
W, Hz). 

43. Note the very Hebraistic style of the first six words!; 5: 35 
and 17:22 are different. The prediction is only a paraphrase 
of Isa 29:3, Kal KuKdoow él od, Kal Bad@ Tepl oe yapaya, 
kal now Trepi oé mvpyous, with the compounds tapeuBarodow? 
and mepixuxA@aovow (both, like ydpa&, here only). 

44. The first clause is formed on Ps 137: 9, edaquel Ta vyTid 
cou mpos tiv Tétpav. Hence the verb! (here only, and rare) 
must mean “dash”; Wl, JW give themselves needless trouble 


v. 40. Before exv Ti, WHm, Sd insert ott (against B*W® 69 minn af it). 1So in 
BxLAA al; the subjunctive (Sd) is a correction. D has otyyaousty. 

v. 42. 1 Read in both places by Ti, in the first instance against Bk WL 579 bo DO 
1 157 minn A af fi qs sycj, in the second against BXL 579 bo @ minn (D Ferr minn 
lat [exc a] have oot). ?So Ti, against BNL 579 sa DO 157 minn af f qs syj (sysc vg 
have “and” (xat? xatye?)). * Ti places this phrase after eyvws, against BNL 579 
minn syj, which have it after tauty; sy omit it and af it (exc cf q) omit xo. 4157 
supplies newtndas av; A* omits vuy . . . cou (homceoteleuton?). 

Vv. 43. 1 sysc omit ext ce; D transposes the phrase after the next verb. 157 inserts 
the article before nuepat. *So xC* 33 L 579 © minn (Ti, WH non mg, Sd). TEQt- 
Badoucty in BWAA al pl Ko (WHm, Ws). D has BaAovaty, G emBad., N napaBad. 

v. 44. 1 exdag. in 213 minn. 


XIX, 39-46 289 


in their translations. For the use of émvoxom cf that of émiucxé- 
wreo Oat in 1: 68, 78, 7:16 (and cf also x Pet 2:12). 


(41-44) Peculiar to Lk. 

From L; cf éyy(Gewv (with &¢) and xAafery in v. 41, while on ént- 
oxory (v. 44) cf 1:68. And Lk uses xAatlety éxt elsewhere only in L 
(23: 28 bis). Note, moreover, how v. 41 continues v. 37, the knowledge 
of Jewish topography, and the Hebraistic style of v. 43. But t& xpé¢ 
in v. 42 and ouvéyerv in v. 43 are “Lukan.” 

W (cf K) seems perfectly right in holding that there is no compelling 
reason for dating this passage later than 70 A. D., for the prediction 
is simply formed from the Old Testament. Just as the Jews built up an 
apocalyptic predicting the destruction of persecuting Rome, so Pales- 
tinian Christians were certain to build up an apocalyptic predicting 
the destruction of persecuting Jerusalem. And these Christians, more- 
over, had Christ’s prophecy of the destruction of the Temple as a 
powerful incentive. Sayings of this sort must have been in Christian 
circulation long before the outbreak of the war with Rome (cf Acts 
6:14). 

Indeed, this saying is even comprehensible as an utterance of Christ. 
But in this case L has placed the saying in an impossible position; Wl 
calls attention to its inconsistency with Christ’s tone of exaltation im- 
mediately before and afterwards. 

Ls (cf Hz) thinks that 2 K 8:11 ff has been of influence in forming 
the section. But this passage is rather remote. 


45-46. Cleansing of the Temple. 

45. The actual arrival in Jerusalem is taken for granted. 
“Began” has no special force; W translates, “He began by 
cleansing, so as to have a place for teaching,” but this supplies 
too much. ‘The sellers” are introduced as a well-known class; 
such men were familiar in Greek temples also. 

The history of these Temple markets is obscure, but Christ 
could not have carried out the cleansing without popular ap- 
proval and support; His personality would have been insufficient 
in itself to overawe the Temple police. Evidently the markets 
were hated, doubtless because of a reputation for sharp dealing. 

46. The quotation! is from Isa 56: 7, followed by a reference 
to Jer 7:11; the Temple was defiled by the dishonesty of the 


v. 46. 1 The initial xe (BxeL© 1 Ferr 157 minn R c) is commonly omitted or 
changed to ott. 
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merchants. The saying scarcely thinks of disturbance to the 
worshippers caused by the noise of the animals. And “prayer” 
is of course not put in opposition to “sacrifice.” 


(45-46) Cf Mk 11: 15-17, Mt 21: 12-13. 

The only Lk—Mt contact is the position of aitév in v. 46. The com- 
mon omissions are:-—Mk v. 16 entire (of no special interest). From 
Mk vy. 17 the interrogative form and the phrase “‘for all the nations” 
(capable of misinterpretation). 

(45) Lk’s interest in the Temple is slight, and Mk’s narrative is 
compressed into unusually small compass. The awkwardness of 
%otavto is due to Mk. (46) Mk’s mention of teaching is placed better 
in v. 47. The substitution of Zora: for xAnOycetar perhaps adds em- 
phasis (W), while the declarative form is more dignified. 


47-48. Christ’s teaching in the Temple. 

This little section is really only the introduction to 20: 1-8. 

47. Lk seems to imply that the cleansing of the Temple in- 
augurated a teaching ministry of some length. 761 ca@ 1)uépay 
asin 11:3. ‘The principal men” as a class distinct from “high 
priests” and “scribes” would correspond to the “elders?” of 
Os 22,2005. 

48, éxxpéueoOau here only; “hung upon” is an excellent 
translation. 


(47-48) Ci Mk 11: 18. 

The omission of Mk 11: 19-27a leaves a gap, which is filled up by 
expanding Mk 11:18, apparently with a reminiscence of Mk 12:35 
also. xaQ’ fugeay, Aads, and td ti are ‘“‘Lukan,” while Lk is certainly 
responsible for ot xertor also (Acts 4 times). éxexpgueto is vastly pref- 
erable to Mk’s éfexAhoceto as giving a reason for fearing Christ. And 
Lk is very fond of edploxery and &rac. 

The substitution of aé¢ for Mk’s 8yAog in v. 48, however, seems to 
indicate something more than a ‘‘Lukan” preference. For, as has often 
been noted, in 19: 47-22: 2 Awédc occurs 11 times, while 8yAoc (other- 
wise frequent) does not occur at all. Probably Lk felt that at Jerusa- 
lem the title “‘ People” was especially appropriate. P, Z detect an anti- 
Jewish polemic in this use, but the attitude of the “‘people”’ is favorable 
to Christ throughout this section, and 23: 18-23 contains the only in- 
stance of unambiguous Jerusalem hostility. 

There is no evidence for L (against W). 


v. 47. 1L 579 minn N omit to. ? Read here by 157 minn f syp. 
v. 48. Jexpeuato in D. 
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CHAPTER XX 


1-8. The demand for authority. 

1. “Teaching” and “evangelizing” are found together here 
only in Lk, but cf Acts 5: 42, 15:35; probably no very explicit 
distinction is intended. For this absolute use of é¢votavae cf 
Acts 6: 12, 23:7. 

2. elmov Aéyovres! is a very unusual combination (cf Mk 
12:26). “These things” can refer only to Christ’s teaching, the 
sole subject of the last three verses. The two parts of the de- 
mand cannot be distinguished logically. 

3-4. As the origin of Christ’s Messianic self-consciousness 
was connected with His baptism, His counter-question contains 
a genuine answer to the inquiry (JW, cf W, P, Ls). WI and Z 
think rather of the parallel between Christ and the Baptist 
(“rejected of men but accepted of God”), but this is much less 
satisfactory. “From men” is of course “from self.” 

5-6. Lk almost certainly took “believe him” as “accept his 
testimony concerning me,” but the words could not have had 
this force to the Sanhedrists. The meaning was “accept his 
baptism.” ovdAdAoyifecGat! and catadOafev? here only. 

7. This doubtless represented the official attitude of the San- 
hedrin towards the Baptist. 

8. The Sanhedrists had given Christ no basis for answering 
their question. There is evident also an undercurrent of con- 
demnation for religious leaders, who acknowledge ignorance in 
a vital religious matter (W, P, Ls). 

(1-8) Cf Mk 11: 27-33, Mt 21: 23-27. 
The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 1 the mention of teaching (a nat- 
ural coincidence). In v. 2 the participle Aéyovtes. In v. 3 &roxerOelc, 


v. I. aoxtepets is read by ByCY¥ 33 L 579 sa bo D@ x Ferr 3MN 157 QR minn 
syj lat (exc a) sy (WH, Ws). This evidence would be overwhelming, were it not for 
the fact that suspicion of conformation to Mk-Mt is so strong; an argument that 
leads Ti, Sd to read tepets- Cf Acts 4:1, for a Lukan example. 

v. 2. 1So BxL minn lat; there are various corrections, Ko reading etnoy moos 
autoy Aeyoytes- 

v. 4. Tiinserts to before Iwzyvvou, with RLDNR. 

vy. 5-6, 13teAoyicayto in r N minn. ?Simple verb in D minn Jat. 
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Lowrhaw, xxyo, and the use of etxety, all improvements obviously 
suggested in Mk. Inv. 5 ot 3¢. Inv. 6 é&v 8¢ (Mk’s change of construc- 
tion is intensely harsh) and the accusative rpophtny. 

The common omissions are:—From Mk v. 27 ‘‘walking”’ (needless). 
From Mk v. 28 ‘‘to do these things” (equally needless). From Mk 
v. 30 “‘answer me” (a harsh repetition). 

(1) The use of tyuéeu, Aabs, elayyeAtCecbat, Eprotevar and ody are 
all ““Lukan.”’ For the opening clause cf especially 5: 17 and 8: 22. (2) 
Mk is made more formal. éotlv 6 80b¢ divides the two parts of the 
question (W). (3) éowtéy is ‘‘Lukan” (W draws too fine a distinction 
between this verb and its compound in Mk). Mk’s éya and his final 
clause are needless. efnate balances elroy in v. 2. (5) A choice be- 
tween Lk’s and Mk’s compounds of -Aoy(Cecbat is a matter of taste. 
(6) Mk’s ég0800vro produces a harsh anacolouthon, which Lk avoids 
(cf Mt’s less skilful correction), and Mk’s use of elyov is bad Greek (a 
Latinism?). ads is “Lukan.” (7) Lk prefers indirect discourse, 
doubtless for variety. 


9-19. Parable of the vineyard. 

There is no break between vv. 8 and 9g (against P); Christ 
immediately turns to the people in the presence of the hierarchs 
(v. 19). For Lk’s interpretation of the following allegory cf on 
VierO. 

9. The narrative begins in parabolic form, with an obvious 
reference to Isa 5: 1-7. Any allegorical significance of the de- 
tails in this verse is dubious; the departure of the master ex- 
plains why he sent messengers, and his long absence makes the 
conduct of the husbandmen seem more plausible (Jl Ls). Still, 
Lk may have thought of the long period since the covenant 
with Moses. 

10. The demand for rental is made at a time agreed on, after 
a sufficient period to allow the vineyard to yield. “Of the fruit” 
probably denotes that the rental was to be paid in kind, but it 
is scarcely meant to point the moderation of the master’s re- 
quest (against Jl). 

11. mpocéero méuapat,’ “added to send,” is a good Greek 
(cf K) as well as a Hebraistic construction; it emphasizes the 


Vv. 9. @utous for toy Aaoy (sysc), or the omission of meg toy Aaov (D af a) har- 
monize with v. ro. 


v. 11. ! Simplified into exewtpey in D af (also in v. 12). 
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deliberation of the master (W). The second slave meets the 
fate of the first, with additional insults.? 

12. The treatment of the third slave is still worse. tpavuari- 
few in Acts 19: 16 only, 

13. The maltreatment of his deputies makes the master 
pause. But in his decision the parable passes into allegory; no 
man able to command force would risk a beloved son among 
such ruffians, especially as only a question of rental was at 
stake. But the obvious allegory prevents this from being harsh. 
tows,? “perhaps” (here only) shows doubt as to the outcome. 

14. The words of the laborers are mixed allegory and parable. 
In the parable the laborers would have known that slaying the 
heir was useless; in the allegory the Jews refused to recognize 
Christ as the Heir. Yet the verse is perfectly clear. 

15. The expulsion! precedes the murder (contrast v. 12), for 
the rejection of Christ preceded His death. But P carries the 
allegory too far. 

16. “Destroy” is an appropriate word for God’s judgment 
(Jl). The subject of ‘‘said”’ is obscure; by v. 9 the people would 
seem to be implied (W, Jl, JW), by v. 19 the hierarchs (WI, cf 
P). But cf below. W, Jl, K take “God forbid” as an exclama- 
tion of abhorrence of the murder, but an exclamation of terror 
at the punishment threatened in the allegory is much more 
natural (so usually). Wl has an incredible interpretation of this 
verse. 

The meaning Lk saw in “others” depends on the force of 
“vineyard” to his mind. Z argues that to him the vineyard was 
Palestine and the “others” the Roman conquerors. But this is 
quite out of the question; Lk is discussing religion, not civil 
rule. The usual assumption is that to Lk the vineyard was the 
ideal theocracy, to be taken from the Jews and given to the 
Gentiles. Then 7p0s Tov Aady in v. 9 would mean “directed at 
the people” (W, Hz, JW), thus making v. 160 a popular outcry 
of dread, which Christ confirms in v. 17. 


2 Pointed by xat toutoy in 1241 it vg syc. 

y. 13. !B* minn omit tt xovjow; it seemed to represent God in perplexity. 
? cuyoy in D. 

v.15. !AaBoytes (CL) is a correction. 
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But v. 19 seems decisive against this interpretation. For in 
this verse mpos avrovs refers unmistakably and solely to the 
hierarchs, who are put in sharp opposition to the people. Then 
the vineyard must be Israel (no doubt “spiritually” interpreted 
by St. Luke), whose rulers (only) have sinned and are to be 
replaced by others (the apostles). Then mpés in vv. 9 and 19 
must have a different force; in the former verse it denotes sim- 
ply address, in the latter it means “against” (cf critical note). 
This is not smooth, but nothing else seems possible. So “God 
forbid” in v. 16 is either uttered by the rulers, or is an exclama- 
tion of horror by the people at the fate of their rulers. 

17. “Looked upon them” gives Christ’s sentence of doom a 
particularly solemn confirmation. “Then !” shows the impossi- 
bility of “God forbid”’; if that Stone triumphs which the builders 
rejected, their destruction is certain. 

18. In fact, the destruction of any one hostile to that Stone is 
certain. The precise force of the imagery, however, is not clear, 
perhaps because the saying was a current proverb, specially 
applied. The nearest Old Testament parallels are Isa 8: 14f, 
Dnl 2: 34f, 45. Jl, Hz, Ls think of an apocryphon, but this is 
not necessary. cuvOAGcOat and xpay here only; they may 
be rendered “scatter like chaff,” “crush so that the pieces fly.” 

19. Cf on v. 16. The perfectly transparent allegory drives 
the hierarchs to act at once (contrast 19: 48). W takes “for” 
as connecting with “feared,” “fearing lest the people perceive 
...” Jl, Hz, more naturally, connect it with “sought,” treat- 
ing “feared” as subordinate. 

It may be noted that the allegory gives the answer refused in 
v. 8, but Lk evidently did not notice any incongruence. 

(9-19) Cf Mk 12: 1-12, Mt 21: 33-46. 

The Lk-Mt contacts are:—In v. 9 the singular xapaBoAny (Mk’s 
plural is used in the sense nepaGoAtxmc¢), and the more natural order 
dvOe. épit. dum. In v. 10 the emphatic position of “the season” (due 
to the allegory), and the insertion of the subject in the second clause 


(Mk’s xpb¢ tods yewypodcs . . . xapk tHy yewypay is most ungraceful). 
In v. 14 the insertion of i84ytes, possibly due to the parallel with 


v. 17. !Omitted or modified (Se, yuy) to some extent. 
y. 19. The omission of tov Avoyv in Ko (late) evidences the difficulty of the verse. 
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Gen 37:18 but obviously suggested by the context. And Mt may be 
influenced by his v. 32c (Jl). In v. 15 ody, the order “cast out... 
slew” (due to the allegory), and the introduction of the datives after 
movjoet (Mk is abrupt). In v. 16 (Mt v. 41) the change of subject 
(very differently used), and (v. 17, Mt v. 42) the reintroduction of 
Christ as speaker. In v. 19 (Mt v. 45) the insertion of the subject, with 
ot dextepets xat (Lk transposes) in common, but Mk’s subjectless 
verbs are extremely vague. 

None of these contacts has great individual importance, but the large 
number is unusual, giving W some ground for his contention for a Q 
basis. If Mt v. 44 is genuine the presence of this section in Q! would 
be assured, but this verse is dubious, for it is omitted by 33 D latt sys 
Or, and its addition (from Lk) is much easier to understand than its 
omission. W alone prints the verse without question. WH and Sd 
bracket it, while T omits it altogether. 

The only common omissions are éxetvor from Mk v. 7 and the in- 
significant note at the end of Mk v. 12 (cf Mt 22: 22). 

(9) xeés after a verb of speaking, Aaic and A€yetv napaBoAyy are 
all eminently “Lukan”; Lk simply revised Mk’s rather ambiguous 
wording, certainly without any thought of changing Mk’s meaning 
(against Hz). The omission of Mk’s details about the provision for the 
vineyard may be connected with a desire for a clearer allegory (cf 
exegetical notes). For yoovds ixavéc cf on 8:27. (10) Cf above on 
the contacts; Lk is a great improvement on Mk. Mk’s daGévres is 
superfluous and the compound é§eréotetAay avoids repeating the sim- 
ple verb in a different sense. (11) The construction with xpocttOévax 
(here and in v. 12) reappears in Acts 12:3. xpoottOévat, xéumety and 
¥cepoc are “‘Lukan” (similarly in v. 12). Mk’s unliterary éxapaAtwoav 
is avoided, and the phrasing is conformed to v. 10. (12) The phrasing 
is modelled on vv. 10-11, while Mk’s &xéxtetvev is reserved for the 
Son. codtoy is “Lukan.” Mk v. 56 is an anti-climax. (13) Lk pre- 
pares for the catastrophe with a transition question deduced from Mk 
v. 9 (Hz, cf Ls). In Mk the master makes a false prediction and so Lk 
adds tows. (14) In t36yvte¢ Hz finds an allusion to the Incarnation (!). 
SteAoy(Covto xtA is the usual formula applied to Christ’s enemies, Lk 
omits Sedte (a matter of taste), and changes Mk’s xat to a construc- 
tion with Yvez (an improvement). (15) Cf above on the contacts. The 
omission of AaBévtec conforms to v. 10. (16a) tobtous is an improvement. 

(160) Lk softens Mk’s abrupt transition from the allegory to its 
application; Hz is perverse in finding ph yévorto “Pauline.” (17) 
éuBAépac (omitted from Mk 10: 21, 27) is an excellent addition. The 
interrogative form connects with the ejaculation of the listeners in 
v. 16. td yeyeauuévoy for Mk’s chy yeaphy is a matter of taste. Mk 
v. 11 breaks the connection and is omitted (W, Jl). (18) This saying, 
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presumably in connection with v. 17, may have been proverbial in the 
earliest church. Its source is unknown, but it is quite conceivable as 
a saying of Christ. (19) The subject is supplied from v. 1, and Mk’s 
imperfect is conformed to the following aorist. émGdAdety tas yetpas 
is evidently used as a technical term; cf 21: 12 and four times in Acts. 
év adth th Seg is in Lk’s style, and makes a contrast with 19: 48 
(against W). Aabc as above. The use of xpd here is from Mk; hence 
its change of meaning (cf exegetical note on v. 16). 

Lk’s form of the parable adheres so closely to Mk that no allusion to 
the Gentiles has been introduced. As compared with Mk’s form, Lk 
has fewer allegorical features, but this does not prove a pre-Markan 
source (against W). 


20-26. The question about tribute. 

20. Again there is no break; in pursuance of their designs the 
hierarchs kept a close watch on Christ (wapatnpycavtes'), 
Their first attempt to secure His arrest was an attempt to com- 
promise Him with the Roman authorities. éved@eros and 
brroxpivec Oa? here only; the former means “suborned person” 
rather than “spy.” 

Here and in v. 26 avtod is better construed as an object of 
érrthauPdveo Oar than as a modifier of Aeyou; “Lay hold of him 
by means of his utterance” gives the sense. Note the telic 
date, apyn' «al éovcla, “rule and authority,” is a common 
New Testament combination, used without much reflection as 
to distinction of meanings in the nouns. 

21. W makes needless difficulty about the subject of “asked.” 
The elaborate preface was designed to rob Christ of precaution. 
AapBaves mpdcwrrov,! “receive a face,” is a Hebraism (Gal 2:6), 
“accept a man at human valuation,” here “defer to the glamour 
of the Roman power.” 

22. As the tribute was a specified coin, it must have been 
imposed in the form of a poll-tax (tributum capitis), presumably 
laid on every adult male Judean. For a tax of this sort there are 
abundant parallels (GJV, i. 511-513), although no details are 


v. 20. !anoywenoavtes (DO 213 af it) is a correction, inspired possibly by 
annAGoy in Mk 12:12. sy omit the participle; W has unoywensavtes- * axoxery. 
in x” is a blunder. *C even reads autoy; L has autous. 4syp has “judge.” D af 
syc read simply tw nyewove- 

v. 21. 'N af add avOopwrouv (hominum); D has ovSevoc for ov. 
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known regarding Palestine at this period. Christ, as a Galilean, 
would not have been obliged to pay this tax; the scene is cor- 
rectly located in Jerusalem. 

23. “Perceived their craftiness” is a natural comment, but it 
is a little unfortunate; Christ would have given the same answer 
to honest inquirers. 

24. “The image and superscription” were supposed to estab- 
lish a property right in the object bearing them; the Emperor 
was regarded as the actual owner of the coin in question. 

25. Consequently, paying tribute was simply returning to 
Cesar what already belonged to him, and such an act was quite 
irrelevant to the service of God. Hz, JW add “he who handles 
Czesar’s money need not think himself too good to pay tribute 
to Cesar,” but this goes beyond Christ’s words. W, P harmo- 
nize with Rom 13: 6-7 by taking payment of tribute as a service 
due God, but this likewise goes too far. 

26. After v. 20, “before the people” should mean “were un- 
able to make the people witnesses of any treason to Cesar.” 
But cf critical note. The questioners were amazed at the per- 
fection of the solution of the legal problem. 


(20-26) Cf Mk 12: 13-17, Mt 22: 15-22. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In y. 21 the participles at the beginning 
(differently used), and the insertion of ‘‘and teachest”’ (in Mt a mere 
change of Mk’s order). In v. 24 (éxt)det&ete (more natural than Mk’s 
gépete). In v. 25 the emphatic position of dxéSote. In v. 26 the 
aorist of Oauydterv (Mk has a compound). 

The common omissions are:—From Mk v. 15 ‘Shall we give or shall 
we not give?” (brusque and needless) and “‘that I may see.” From 
Mk v. 16 ait. From Mk v. 17 “Jesus.” 

(20) Mk’s “Pharisees and Herodians” describes the conspirators 
accurately. The Herodians could have denounced Christ to the Ro- 
mans with equanimity, while the Pharisees would have rejoiced to 
proclaim any unfaithfulness to Judaism. But the Herodians were of 
no interest to Lk, who may even not have known who they were. And 
by referring the incident to the hierarchs of v. 19, he gains a better 
connection, which nzpatnehsavtes further improves. The omission is 


v. 24. In place of ot Sd reads axoxotMevtec, against Bx 33 L sa bo 213 N 157 syp. 
v. 26. tov enwatos is probably to be read (BXLO minn latt sysc; WH, Sd); autou 
enyatos (Ko; Ti, Ws) seems to be a conformation to v. 20. 
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compensated for with évxaOéroug . . . elvat, which WI takes as a 
circumlocution for ‘‘Pharisees.” Mk’s &ygedetv is unique and is re- 
placed (cf Mt) by the ““Lukan” éxtAapGdvecbat. The final clause ex- 
plains the dangerous character of the trap, but it is perhaps too nar- 
row; in Mk a denunciation to the people is planned if Christ should 
approve the tribute. Cf on v. 26. 

(21) éxnedtqoay is an improvement. In Mk the compliment is paid 
to Christ’s character in general; Lk restricts it to Christ’s teaching, the 
immediate subject of interest. 6p86¢ as in 7: 43, 10: 28. Mk is short- 
ened slightly, and the Hebraism in Lk is due to Mk’s even more He- 
braistic form. ‘‘Us” gives an excellent contrast before “‘Casar”; the 
insertion of this pronoun does not change the sense (against W). Mk’s 
xjvoog is not Greek. (23) The change of Mk’s t8ay dxéxeroty into 
xatavonoas mavoupylay is a matter of taste. v. 20 makes Mk’s “why 
tempt ye me?” needless (Hz). (24) The fetching of the coin (in Mk) 
is unimportant. yet and the omission of ality connect smoothly with 
Snvéetov; Mk is overgraphic. 

(25) tofvuy gives finality to the answer. (26) The first clause is 
doubtless a reminiscence of the original two-edged character of the 
question (cf above). Its vocabulary is remarkably “Lukan” (éxt- 
AawBd&vecbat, Phuc, and Aadc, with tcydetv only less technically a 
Lukan word). Its insertion has nothing to do with the political situa- 
tion in Lk’s day (against Hz, K). Mk’s unusual compound é&ebatuatoy 
is reduced to the simple verb, and his én ait@ is specified more ex- 
plicitly. ‘They were silent” marks the completeness of Christ’s victory. 

The telic Gote in v. 20 belongs to L’s vocabulary, but there is no 
other evidence for L admixture here. 


27-40. On the resurrection. 

27. The continuity of events seems assumed; “now that the 
hierarchs had been put to silence, the Sadducees! made an at- 
tempt,” but an interval may be implied. Lk does not seem to 
be aware that the hierarchs were Sadducees. For their denial 
of the resurrection cf Antt XVIII, i, 4 (16 f), etc. 

The question? put to Christ does not bear on His personal 
claims and involves no particular hostility; He is approached as 
a defender of a doctrine in notorious dispute. Hence His teach- 
ing must have contained more on this subject than the Gospels 
seem to imply. 


DeiY. 27-7 570 distinguishes itself by reading “Pharisees.” 2 WHm, Ws prefer the 
imperfect exnowtuwy (B 579 Ferr a). 


’ 
. 
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ot avTiNéyovTes® is a pendant nominative. The infinitive 
after avTvAéyovres is a good Attic use (here only in the New 
Testament). 

28. The selection of Levirate marriage as the basis for the 
question seems to complicate matters needlessly, for the re- 
marriage of any widow would raise the same problem. But the 
question had doubtless taken on a stereotyped form in the 
schools. The quotation is from Deut 25: 5 f (in substance only). 
atexvos here and in vy. 29 only. 

If a brother did not care to fulfil his Levirate duty, Deut 25: 
7-10 provided for a method of dispensation. In modern Judaism 
(apart from a few half-barbarous sects) this dispensation is uti- 
lized invariably, and such has been the case for many centuries. 
But in New Testament days Levirate marriage may still have 
occurred occasionally; cf the extraordinary story in Jerus. Yeba- 
moth 66 of a man who had thirty-six children by a series of such 
unions. 

29-33. Even the seventh brother is assumed to die childless, 
for otherwise his offspring might be deemed to give him a claim 
on the woman. The possibility of polyandry is, of course, not 
even thought of. By “resurrection” the Sadducees understood 
a resuscitation to physical conditions, in which procreation 
would continue. This, accordingly, must have been the common 
form of the doctrine in Palestine. 

But, curiously enough, there are not many traces of such a 
conception in the surviving literature and the resurrection doc- 
trine in the pseudepigrapha is for the most part highly spiritual. 
C. J. Montefiore notes regarding the Jewish beliefs (The Synop- 
tic Gospels, i, 285, 1909):—‘The locus classicus on the subject 
is Berachoth 17a, and runs thus:—‘Rab used to say: In the 
world to come there is no eating or drinking or marrying or envy 
or hate; but the pious rest with crowns upon their heads, and 
are satisfied with the glory of God.’ This was the official doc- 


3 Aeyovtes (WH) has brilliant support (BxC33 L 579 sa bo DO iN minn gy), 
but it is much “easier” and is also found in Mk-Mt. 

vv. 30-31. Lk’s brevity has led to considerable expansion. 

v. 32. af omits this verse entirely, and a has only “sed et mulier.” af may very 


well be correct. 
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irine, and it was doubtless the view of educated Pharisees at 
the time of Christ.” 

In support of Montefiore’s contention may be urged the ap- 
proval of the scribes in v. 39. But the incident would not have 
occurred and Christ’s words would not have been so carefully 
preserved, if these ‘educated Pharisees” had impressed their 
opinion on the country at large. Cf the saying of R. Gamaliel IL 
(Shab. 306), “the women will bear children daily,” and the 
dictum in Sohar Gen. (f 24, 96), ‘‘the woman who married two 
husbands will be restored to the first in the world to come.” 
And see Enoch 10: 17 and the references in SB, i, pp. 887-9. 

34. In contrast to 16:8, “sons of this zon” is here used in 
aneutral sense, “human beings in this present life.” yapuioxe- 
oau’ here only (although a variant in the parallels); itis a very 
rare word. 

35. The resurrection is for the righteous only (contrast 11: 
31-32); it is attained! only by those “accounted worthy” (cf 
Acts 5:41, 2 Thess 1:5). The order “that zon and the resur- 
rection” is an hysteron-proteron. 

36. There will be no marriage because there will be no deaths! 
and hence no necessity for births. But the emphasis in “like 
angels” (todyyeAXou,? a unique word) lies in immortality and 
not in sexlessness; according to Jewish conceptions angels were 
male, although they were supposed to live a life of continence 
(cf Gen 6:2, Enoch 15, Jub 15: 27, etc). Lk may have seen 
some distinction between “angels” and “sons of God,” but 


v.34. 1So Bx433 L157 minn. 1 minn read yautoytat; 713 has etoy.; minn have 
eyya.; WO Ko have exyay.; D has the more usual yapouvtat. Instead of yap. x- 
yaytox. lat (exc a f vg) presuppose Yevywor xat yevvwytat (““generant et gene- 
rantur”) or in the reverse order, which in D a sysc is prefixed to yaw. x. yautox. and 
in 1093 follows it. Zahn, Klostermann adopt the Latin reading, which has early 
patristic support (Origen, Cyprian, Priscillian; it is presupposed in Ireneus II, 
xxxili, 5 and in Clem. Strom. III, xii, 87). Undoubtedly it suits the context admi- 
rably, and the usual text may be conformed to the following verse and to the paral- 
lels. Butits very appositeness may indicate that it is an early gloss (WH). 

v. 35. Here yaytGovtat has the best support (x 33 L D 1157 QR minn), al- 
though WHm prefer yacxovtat again (BY 700 4 213 minn); Ko again reads 
exyat.. tlat (exc af d a) sysp omit tuxety. 

v. 36. 1WD (not d) © latt have weAAoucww for Suvavtat. * ws ayyeAotin 579 
157. 
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there was none in Jewish parlance.* Hz, JW think Lk is influ- 
enced by Pauline terminology, while P has an involved explana- 
tion. W thinks of sinlessness as the characteristic of the “sons 
of God,” but this is rather remote. “Being sons of the resurrec- 
tion” is an intensely Hebraistic paraphrase for “because they 
rise.” 

This doctrine of the resurrection life is stated by Christ as a 
simple axiom. 

37. The fact of the resurrection is proved by Ex 3: 6 (quoted 
in substance only). The proof-value of this passage lies in the 
force “God” had to Christ; a being unwilling or unable to pre- 
serve those trusting in him would have no claim to the divine 
title. Such a doctrine to Christ was quite above any possibility 
of discussion. 

él 74s Batod presumably means “in the section treating of 
the bush,” or “headed ‘The Bush,’” although there is no pre- 
cise parallel for such a method of citation (but cf SB on Mk 
12:26). «at! Mavojjs is simply “Moses also” (in addition to 
Christ). It is needlessly complicated to translate “even Moses, 
who is supposed to say nothing about it” (against P), or “the 
same Moses who commanded Levirate marriage” (against Hz). 

38. “God” is the predicate. ‘God of the dead” would be a 
contradiction in terms. The connection of the final clause is not 
clear; W holds that it really belongs to v. 37, W1 pronounces it 
incomprehensible. But cf critical note. “Live” may imply an 
intermediate state between death and resurrection (Ls; cf 16: 
22), but perhaps this should not be pressed (W). The loose con- 
nection makes “all” obscure.! W renders “all the blessed,” with 
especial reference to the patriarchs, but a concluding general- 
ization, “all the dead,” is conceivable (Z). 

39-40. The scribes (v. 19) had been silent and admiring wit- 
nesses of the Sadducees’ discomfiture. They now voice their 
praise, but refrain carefully from opening any new controversy. 

3 There is some MSS confusion. The second etoty is omitted by 579 1 M 
KI1s minn sysc, giving x«t the force “even” (apparently). D 157 latt omit xac 
utot etoty (D reads toxyyeAot yae etcty tw Dew). 


v. 37. 1D latt omit xa. 
v. 38. 1W glosses by making the last clause read mavtes yao autov ovtor. 
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Nore. Christ’s argument could be used equally well as a 
proof of the simple immortality of the soul, and, as a matter of 
fact, His argument is used in exactly this way in 4 Macc 7: 19, 
16:25 (cf critical notes). But the simple immortality of the 
soul was thought a very defective form of life by Palestinians. 


(27-38) Cf Mk 12: 18-27, Mt 22: 23-33. 

The Lk-Mt contacts are:+In v. 27 the use of xpocépyecBat (aorist) 
for Mk’s %pyovtae xp6c, the participle construction of A¢yety, and the 
aorist éxnodtycav. In v. 28 Exwy (differently used). In v. 32 Uotepov 
(Mk’s adverbial écyatov is not usual). In v. 33 ody. In v. 35 the noun 
dvkotacts (very differently used) for Mk’s circumlocution. The occur- 
rence of §200 in v. 36 (Mt v. 30) is not a contact. 

The common omissions are:—From Mk v. 19 tr. From Mk v. 23 
‘when they rise” (quite superfluous). From Mk v. 24 “Is is not for 
this cause?” (harsh). From Mk v. 26 “in the book.” From Mk v. 27 
“‘ve do greatly err” (needless). 

(27) Mk is made more compact, and the initial participle gives a 
better connection. (28) Mk’s xataAfan xat uh app is remarkably un- 
graceful; Lk effects a great improvement. (29) Mk’s initial asyndeton 
is avoided, and the wording conformed to v. 28. (30-31) The changes 
in order give a much smoother wording. Lk prefers ‘‘children” to 
“seed,” and closes the sentence excellently with “died.” (33) The 
repetition of 4 yuvq here is rhetorically justifiable. ytvetat is a matter 
of taste. 

(34) Lk suddenly diverges from Mk. This is certainly not due to a 
desire to develop the doctrine of the resurrection, for nothing important 
is added to Mk (against Ls). Nor is Lk’s phrasing a modification for 
Gentile readers, for Lk’s wording is technically Jewish (‘this age,” 
“that age,” “sons of the age,” “‘sons of the resurrection’). Moreover, 
this doctrine of the resurrection as something for the righteous only is 
a belief that Lk did not hold (Acts 24:15). Consequently a Jewish 
source must be assumed, roughly parallel with Mk, which Lk has 
blended with Mk. 

The technical Jewish phraseology may indicate that this source was 
L (W), although there are no signs of L’s vocabulary and no decision is 
really possible. Lk preferred to begin with the formal wording of this 
source. This accounts for the (otherwise almost inexplicable) omission 
of Mk v. 24. 

(35) Everything after x«é is from Mk; this explains the illogical po- 
sition of dvactkcews and the change from yauloxovtat to yautGovrac. 
The source probably read . . . thyer odte yapodcty oSte yautoxovrat, 
as in v. 34. (36) tokyyedor is due to Mk’s Os &yyedot, while vtor 


—— 
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Geod is from the other source; hence the tautology. The wording of 
the source, apparently, was:—“The sons of this age marry and are 
given in marriage, but they counted worthy to attain that age neither 
marry nor are given in marriage; for they can die no more and are 
sons of God, being sons of the resurrection.” This is a complete, well 
balanced saying, which needs no supplement. It is evidently a parallel 
tradition to Mk 12: 25, and perhaps represents Christ’s phrasing more 
closely. 

(37) There is no evidence for the use of the special tradition beyond 
v. 36 (against W); Lukan revision of Mk’s loose wording explains the 
phenomena here. Changing the position of 8c: has united Mk’s two 
clauses into one. In place of Mk’s question Lk has a more formal con- 
struction with unvdety (Acts 23:30). The gender of ®&to¢ is a matter 
of taste. > is “Lukan.”’ “Moses” is kept as the subject throughout 
to avoid monotony, for “‘God”’ occurs four times in the quotation. The 
addition of xtgrov was easy. (38) The addition of the final clause is 
best made a Lukan reminiscence of 4 Macc (cf below). Rom 14: 8 is 
different and would not have been suggested by a discussion of the 
resurrection. 


Norte. The relevant passages in 4 Macc are 7:19 :—ot xtoteboyrec, 
Stet eq obx &rofvasxoucty, Hone yd of ratorkoyat Hudv "ABoakw, "loakx, 
*TandB, GAG COorv tH Oem, and 16: 25:—étr 88 xat tadca (Sdvrec Ste 
dak toy Oedy arolavévtes CHoty tH Oe, Gowep "ABoadu nat *"loadx nat 
"TaxwB, xat xkvtec of matotdoxat; ‘Believing that to God they die not, 
as our fathers, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob die not, but live to God”; 
“For they know well that those who die for God live unto God, as do 
Abraham, Isaac and Jacob and all the patriarchs.” 

The date of 4 Macc is uncertain, but it probably lies within the 
limits 63 B.C—38 A. D., and the book certainly shows no signs of 
Christian influence. On the other hand, 4 Macc could not have influ- 
enced Christ, for this Greek eulogy of the supremacy of reason would 
have been unknown in Palestine. So the appeal to Ex 3:6 probably 
goes back to some earlier common source, unless (as is not likely) this 
text was discovered independently by the author of 4 Macc. But, evi- 
dently, this earlier source could not have been very prominent, for 
Christ’s teaching is recorded as producing a novel effect; the Rabbinical 
parallels in SB, i, p. 892 are very vague. 

An influence of 4 Macc on Lk, however, is wholly conceivable. 


(39-40) Lk omits Mk vv. 28-34, as he has already given the sub- 
stance of the discussion in 10: 25-28 (q. v.). But Lk has preserved the 
words of praise in Mk v. 32, the statement of Christ’s complete triumph 
in Mk vy. 34 (although the otxét: is obscure), and enough of Mk v. 28 
to give connection. 
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41-44, David’s son. 

41. There is no break between vv. 40 and 41; Christ rejected 
the praise of v. 39 by attacking the speakers. “They say!” is 
impersonal, “it is commonly taught.” Lk certainly could not 
have understood Christ’s question as a denial of Davidic descent 
for the Messiah (1: 27, etc). Hence he must have understood 
“son” as “a descendant like his ancestor,” “a political deliv- 
erer.”” 

42, Ps 110: 1 is quoted according to the LXX. 

44, Lk’s understanding of the answer to the question is found 
in Acts 2: 25-36. The Messiah is descended from David but is 
immeasurably exalted above him. 


(41-44) Cf Mk 12: 35-37, Mt 22: 41-45. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 41 adtods. Inv. 44 ody (there is an 
asyndeton in Mk), x«Aet (Mk’s Aéyer is poor), xs (an improvement 
on Mk’s xé8ev), and the position of uléc. 

The common omissions are:—From Mk y. 35 ‘‘as he taught in the 
temple,” and ‘‘the scribes” (Mt has “‘the Pharisees’”’). From Mk v. 37 
atts (repeated needlessly). 

(41) The connection is made very close. As adtotcs takes up “‘scribes” 
in v. 39, Mk’s noun is dropped. Lk prefers indirect discourse. (42) An 
asyndeton is corrected. For év BiGAw cf on 3: 4, but the purpose of the 
change is not very clear; it is responsible for the present Aéyer. (43) 
dxoxédtov is from the LXX. (44) A second asyndeton is avoided. 
The wording in the second clause is conformed to that of the first. 


Note. Mk, Lk and Mt all transmit this saying in evident uncon- 
sciousness that it is in any way-inconsistent with a Davidic descent of 
Christ. This tells very strongly against its ever having borne any such 
meaning, but detailed discussion belongs to a study of Mk. 


45-47. Attack on the scribes. 

45. Again there is no break. Christ, having obtained the wid- 
est possible attention, assails His enemies in an address to His 
disciples. 


v. 41. ! MAKITT minn supply tives; sa has ‘How say ye?” 

v. 42. WH, Ws omit the article before xuptoc, with BD. At the beginning Sd 
non mg prefers xt autos to autos yap, with WADA al pl. Qhas xat autos yao. 

v. 44. Ti prefers the order xvptoy autoy, against B 33 LMUAKII al pl; and 
Sd prefers the order utog autou (as in Mt), against BO 1 MAKI minn. 

v. 45. Only Sd prints cutov at the end (against BD 1); it is vastly “easier.” 
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46. Although there is no evidence that o7oA7! (cf 15: 22) de- 
notes a garment worn exclusively by scribes, they felt that 
their dignity required the most ceremonious robes possible (cf 
SB, ii, pp. 31-2), and their demands for tokens of popular 
respect were occasionally rather overwhelming. 

47. Even unconscious hypocrisy increases guilt. The scribal 
covetousness may have displayed itself in demanding large sums 
for spiritual services (W), but it is easier to read Christ’s words 
as a denunciation of public piety when coupled with private 
self-seeking. Cf Ass. Moses 7: 6. 


(45-47) Ci Mk 12: 38-40. The expansion in Mt ch 23 differs rather 
considerably from Mk. 

(45) Lk unites Mk vv. 376 and 38a, and substitutes Aaéc (“‘Lukan’’) 
for yhoc. tots pabntats (so Mt) was a natural addition. (46) xpocé- 
xete is better than Mk’s BAéxete. Mk’s awkward OcAbvtwy reprnatety 
xat donacuots is relieved by the insertion of grAobvtwy (cf Mt). (47) 
Mk’s pendant nominative construction is corrected. 


CHAPTER XXI 


1-4, The widow’s offering. 

(The chapter division at this point is most unfortunate.) 

1. The boxes for donations, thirteen in number, were placed 
in the Court of the Women; SB has an elaborate note (ii, pp. 
33-45). 

2. AewTdv as in 12:59. A gift of only a single lepton was for- 
bidden in Bab. Bath. 10b. mevtypds* here only. 

4, é« Tov boTepnmatos, “of her want,” is inexact for “al- 
though she lacked means.” 


(1-4) Cf Mk 12: 41-44. 

(1) Mk’s references to the topography of the Temple did not interest 
Lk, nor did Mk’s account of the gifts of the general public; Lk has re- 
duced everything to a contrast between the wealthy and the widow. 


v. 46. 1sys read otoats (1). ; 

v. 2. WH, Ws have the order Aewta Su0 (BRL sa bo OQ minn X latt sy). 1Om 
minn X. t 

v. 3. WH, Ws have the order autn n xtwyn (BRLD Ferr 157 minn latt). 

y. 4. After 83wea Sd adds tou Oeou, against BRL 579 1 213 minn X syscj. 
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(2) ctw& is preferable to plav, and xeviyedy gives variety. Christ is 
kept as the subject throughout. Lk takes the value of the money for 
granted. (3) In Lk the disciples are already present. duty is avoided. 
Mk’s last clause is verbose. Mk’s @@aAoy is bald, and his borépnstg is 
arare word. His last two clauses are recast into one. 


5-6. Prediction of the destruction of the Temple. 

The identity of scene is maintained; possibly Lk thought of 
a poignant contrast to the last event. 

5. The “some” are not specified as disciples and would not 
naturally be taken to be disciples; note, moreover, that they 
address Christ as “Teacher” (cf on 5:5). a@vd@nua here only: 
ava@eua' is, properly speaking, only an orthographic variant, 
and the two forms are frequently confused in the manuscripts. 
The visibility of these votive offerings shows that the scene 
occurred inside of the Temple (cf v. 37). 

6, tavta is emphasized by its absolute construction.! 


(s-6) Ci Mk 13: 1-2, Mt 24: 1-2. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 5 the plural number of questioners, 
with the corresponding change to the plural in the next verse; this is 
doubtless mere conformation to the plurals that follow. In v. 6 the 
neuter taita (an easy simplification), and the future xataAvOqcetat 
(more natural than Mk’s subjunctive). 

The common omissions are:—From Mk v. 1 “one,” ‘‘Teacher” (but 
cf Lk v. 7) and “behold.” From Mk v. 2 the repeated ‘‘the great build- 
ings.” 

In Lk the discourse is delivered within the Temple and Lk seems to 
have taken pains to emphasize that the Ministry continued for some 
days after this prediction. This is a radical departure from Mk. W, Z 
hold that Lk has simply omitted Christ’s movements, as of no special 
interest; Ls thinks that Lk wished to assert that the discourse was 
public. But neither explanation accounts for vv. 37-38. In fact, Lk’s 
version appears more primitive than Mk’s, for Mk’s setting for the 
present saying is almost too appropriate and dramatic to seem natural. 

The easiest supposition is that Lk had a parallel tradition, which 
related that this saying was uttered during the last days of the Min- 
istry, but not on the very last day or (still less) at the Ministry’s exact 


v. 5. 1Soin SW 579 D t AX (Ti). 

v. 6. After AtOQw WH insert wde, with BNL sa bo Ferr minn. But conformation 
to Mt is highly probable. D it insert ev totyw wde (or with w%e first), which is 
impossible in Lk, where the “wall” is not in question. 1 Simplified in Y*LD lat (exc 
f vg) sysc by the omission of a. 
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close (as in Mk). Lk’s variations from Mk are, accordingly, to be re- 
ferred to this tradition. 

That this tradition was L is very probable, for such a saying would 
have had extreme importance in the circle to which L’s author belonged. 
Moreover L certainly had a Temple scene at this point (vv. 37-38). 
Lk may have incorporated phrases from Mk also, but these cannot be 
distinguished with certainty. 


7-19. Woes before the end. 

7. In vv. 5-6 Christ spoke only of the destruction of the 
Temple, but every Jew would feel that such a catastrophe could 
happen only as a part of the last woes.! Hence the plural “these 
things?”’; “How soon will the end come, and how can we know 
that it is at hand?” The “therefore*” seems to mean, “since 
we assume your prediction is true.” 

8. The question of v. 7 was justified; there was extreme dan- 
ger of error. él . . . AéyovTes may be rendered “claiming my 
name by saying ‘I am the returning Jesus’” (Z, cf W1), or, 
“claiming my authority and saying ‘I am the one sent by 
Jesus’” (Hz?, cf WI), or, “claiming my office and saying ‘I am 
the Messiah’” (W, P, JW, Ls). But an impostor who would 
make the claim in the first interpretation is hardly conceivable, 
and the second involves supplying too much after “I am.” So 
the last rendition is to be assumed.! 

Whether such claims were actually made in the first century 
is unknown. The silence of Josephus is no argument to the 
contrary, for he was nervously anxious to gloss over the whole 
Messianic hope (cf, especially, BJ VI, v, 4 (312 f)). 

WI translates “many will come as Christians claiming to be 
Christ,” a rendition that is self-contradictory, as he admits. 
It is due only to his insistence on taking “in my name” always 
in the sense ‘“‘as Christians.” 

For érricw avtav cf on g: 23; “do not become their disciples.” 

9. Belief that wars would usher in the end was an almost 
universal feature of the current apocalyptic. Lk presumably 
construed a&moxatactaciat as provincial revolts and the like. 

v. 7. !D 1 even replace the final clause with ths on¢ eAkeucews. 21241 omits 


tauta (bis). Om 579 sa bo D x minn lat (exc s) sy. 
v. 8.1 So stated in latt syp. 
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“Such things belong to the end but not to the immediate end; 
their appearance should not cause mental distress.” mroeta bast 
in 24: 37 only. 

10. “Then he said to them!” causes a surprising break in 
the narrative; cf critical notes. For the prediction cf Isa 19: 2. 

11. This verse contains only a very conventional apocalyptic 
prediction. Note the curiously formal order of the words. 
goBnrpd, “terrors,” may cover such unnatural events as those 
of 4 Ezr 5: 4-10, 6: 21-24, etc; the noun occurs here only. The 
signs from heaven would be meteors, comets, eclipses, etc. 

12. “All these things” probably refers only to vv. 10-11, al- 
though it may include v. 9 as well. In any case, Lk must have 
felt that the beginning of persecution belonged somewhere in 
the chain of the last woes. 

The construction of this sentence is confused. vsuas has to 
bear too great a strain, while the contrast between the nomi- 
native mapadidSovres and the accusative amayouevous in the 
two parallel clauses is highly awkward. W also finds an in- 
version in the order of éuBadodow and di@£ovow, but this is 
rather refined. 

To Lk “for my name’s sake” probably denoted persecution 
for “the Name” (so usually). 

13. It is just possible that Lk understood this verse to mean, 
“you will thus gain an opportunity to deliver your message” 
(Hz, WI, Ls, K). But the natural sense is, “the trial will be a 
testimony to your righteousness” (W, Z). To translate “the 
trial will end in your martyrdom” is fanciful (against JW). 

14. “Therefore !” makes the connection with v. 13 very close; 


v. 9. ! goByOnte in D; so translated in sa q sy. 

v. 10. !}Om D minn latt sy. 

v.11. Between Aouror xat Auwot (WH non mg Ws, with B 157 lat [exc af] sysc) 
and the reverse order there is little choice. 69 omits Aor xat; minn X omit xae 
Aowwor. WW AOA al X (Ti) have the order onu.. ar. oup. wey.; 8 33 L 579 sa bo Ferr 
minn (WHm, Sd) read onw. wey. am. ove.; B 1 (WH non mg, Ws) have am. oup. anu. 
wey.; D lat sysc read a. oup. xat onu. wey. The first order is perhaps the “‘ hardest,” 
but the question is indeterminate, especially as there are other variants. At the 
end ror2 adds xat yetwwyvec; cf “et hiemes” in a, and “et tempestates” in it sycp. 

v. 12. Sd omits the article before cuveywyac, against Bx sa D 157. 

v. 14. !}Om x*; sy has “‘and.” 
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“since a favorable result (in God’s sight) is certain” (W). 
™powedeTav (here only) is an orator’s term. tech. (P). 

15. ordua,! “mouth,” in this sense (“power of speech”’) is 
probably Hebraistic, but cf K. avrevretv? in Acts 4: 14 only. 
Note the triple avr-. 

16. “They shall kill” is impersonal. Note the partitive €&; 
it is an obvious Hebraism. 

17. Cf on v. 12. 

18. As v. 16 predicts martyrdoms, Lk probably understood 
the present verse in a “spiritualized”’ sense; ‘you will suffer no 
eternal harm” (W, P, Z). Hz, JW, Ls interpret “the martyrs 
will be an insignificant exception.” This is quite possible, but 
it is inconsistent with a date after 64 A. D. for the facts, although 
Ls thinks that Lk inserted this verse “to maintain the primitive 
perspective” (!). WI translates “God will mark the fall of the 
least hair.”” But this is not said. 

19. yvxds here almost certainly means “souls,” although 
“lives” is consistent with the second interpretation of v. 18. 
Perhaps Lk read “patience” as a deterrent to insurrections 


(JW; cf Rev 13: 9-10). 


(7-9) Cf Mk 13:3-7, Mt 24: 3-6. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 7 A€éyovteg (Mk is abrupt). Inv. 8 
elxev (Mk’s Hefarto is pointless), and y&e (avoiding Mk’s asyndeton). 
In v. 9 y&e (similarly). 

The common omissions are:—From Mk v. 3 ‘‘opposite the temple” 
and the list of the four disciples; in Lk these details were impossible, 
while Mt simply abbreviates. From Mk v. 4 ‘‘all.” From Mk v. 6 &te. 

(7) d3doxare (cf Mk v. 1) and ody help compensate for Lk’s omis- 
sions, while y(vecat is smoother than Mk’s auyteAetcOat. W1 notes 
that Lk has already given a “reproach from Olivet” (19:41) and a 
prediction addressed to disciples (17: 22 ff). (8) The passive rAavybate 
is a matter of taste. The deviation from Mk after éyo etut is surpris- 
ing, for Mk is not particularly abrupt (against W, Ls). The easiest ex- 
planation is that Lk supplements Mk from L (cf below); éyy(Gew is an 
L term and xopevOqte éxlow is very Hebraistic. (9) dxatactactas 


v.15. 1 vey in 1241. ?Om D (non d) it. 

vy. 18. The omission of this verse in syc is probably due to its difficulty. 

v.19. The future xtncecbe (WH, Ws, with B 33 sa bo © Ferr [exc 60] AQ lat sy) 
is excellently supported and is considerably ‘‘harder” than the aorist xtyoxobe. 
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corrects the tautology in Mk (W); Hz, Ls think that Lk had the dis- 
turbances of the years 68-70 in mind. xtonOqre heightens. xe@tov . . . 
e00éw¢ simply clarifies Mk (W); no lengthening of the perspective is 
evident (against Hz). 

(10-11) Cf Mk 13:8, Mt 24: 7. 

Lk v. 11 differs so much from Mk that “contacts” and “common 
omissions” are illegitimate terms; in fact, from this point down to 
vy. 29 Lk agrees with Mk only in occasional sentences. (10) “Then he 
said to them” marks the definite change of source (although anticipated 
by a few words in v. 8). Lk has prefaced the new source, apparently, 
by a sentence from Mk, although Isa 19: 2 may be responsible for the 
form here. (11) xat& témous is probably from Mk, hut the rest is in- 
dependent. As this narrative is continued in v. 20, it is to be identified 
with L. Aomol is not to be read in Mt 24:7 (omit Bx sa D al latt sys), 
and hence there is no evidence for Q (against W). 

(12-19) Cf Mk 23: 9-13, Mt 10: 17-22. 

Lk’s divergence from Mk continues, and there is distinct evidence 
that he is based here on L; cf below. It does not follow, however, that 
L was continuous, for Lk may very well have derived his order from Mk 
(W). In fact, W thinks that the L material underlying vv. 12-19 stood 
originally after 12:53, where it would have been excellently in place. 

(12) mod . . . x&vtwy is Lk’s gloss for connection; the perspective 
in Lk is no longer than in Mk (against Wl, JW, Ls). Lk is responsible 
also for the phrasing in éxtGaAodcowv . . . adtéy (cf on 20:19); L’s 
wording in this verse cannot be recovered with certainty. tod ébvéuatosg 
may or may not be Lk’s addition. (13) The omission of all reference 
to preaching to Gentiles (Mk v. ro) is characteristic of L, and a change 
of this sort is certainly not due to Lk. In fact, the omission of Mk v. 10 
is strange, but it would have been extremely awkward after L’s form 
of v. 13 (it is not smooth even in Mk). Mt 10: 185 (Q) appears to be 
the original form of this saying; Mk 13: 10 (and still more Mt 24: 14) 
is an obvious expansion, while L’s version has been influenced by Jewish- 
Christian particularism. 

(14) Cf the style of 1: 66, while W notes that L seems to have analo- 
gies with the source used in Acts 6: 10 (and cf Acts 5:4). For &xoAo- 
yetv cf on 12:11. (15) Note the Old Testament phraseology and cf on 
13:17. W, JW note that éya in place of the original wedua (cf 12:12 
and Mk’s version) represents Palestinian concepts, rather than Lk’s 
advanced pneumatology. (16-17) v. 17 is verbally from Mk, while xat 
Savatmsoucty é& buev is an attempt to compromise between the pre- 
diction of death in Mk and the assurance of safety in L (v. 18). W isin 
favor of omitting all of v. 16 from L. This certainly improves the con- 
nection, for v. 18 is the logical sequel of v. 15. If this is right, Lk has 
changed the third person of Mk v. 12 into the second, to conform to 
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his own context, and perhaps has been influenced by a reminiscence of 
14:12. But it should be noted that ovyyevedc is usually an evidence 
of L (cf on 1:36). (18) In L this prediction was meant literally, and 
is based on 12: 7, with, perhaps, 1 Sam 14:45. (19) In L buys meant 
“lives.” 

The L material in this section is clearly discernible, apart from v. 12. 
It is a prediction of persecution in the Palestinian community, with a 
promise of preservation from the death sentence; through the aid of 
the Son of Man the disciples would always emerge victorious in their 
struggles with the Jewish courts. This is an accurate reflection of con- 
ditions in Palestine ca 50 A. D.; there were many persecutions (1 Thess 
2:24f, Rev 12), but practically no martyrdoms. And bearing testi- 
mony to Gentiles did not lie in the circle of Palestinian interests (v. 13). 
After the beginnings of the war with Rome, this would have been writ- 
ten very differently. 

Lis evidently an elaboration of Q’s similar prediction (Mt 10: 17-22; 
cf on Lk 12: 11 f) in the light of actual experience. The general priority 
of Q is evident, for it is made up simply of a prediction of persecution, 
an adjuration to rely on the Spirit (‘‘of your Father’’), and an expan- 
sion of Micah 7:6. It could have been spoken any time in the latter 
part of the Ministry; an expectation of Christ’s death was not at all 
necessary for understanding it. 


20-24. The fate of Jerusalem. 

20. Christ comes finally to the answer to the question in 
v. 7. The destruction of the Temple (v. 6) will (naturally) be 
a part of a destruction of Jerusalem. When a military invest- 
ment of Jerusalem begins (note the present participle), no false 
hopes of the city’s safety are to be entertained. That the be- 
siegers were to be Romans may probably be taken for granted 
in the hearers’ minds. 

21. At the appearance of the investing armies the inhabitants 
should evacuate the city and take to the hills. But the wording 
is very confused; “them that are in Judea” is quite impossible, 
for the armies would devastate Judea before reaching Jerusalem. 
And avrijs and avryv ought to refer to "lovdada as the nearest 
feminine noun, although this is clearly out of the question. Cf 
critical note. é«ywpety here only. 

22. Hosea 9:7 is probably the nearest Old Testament paral- 
lel. But to Lk almost any prophetic denunciation of Jerusalem 
would have seemed relevant. 
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23. The first clause looks back to v. 21a; women unable to 
flee will be slain in the coming destruction. In the second clause 
4 yi is “the Land” (= Palestine) only, and “this people” is 
Israel.! The woes are not extended to the Gentiles until v. 25. 

24. Note the Old Testament language (especially “by the 
mouth of the sword”). The LXX of Zech 12:3 has been of 
influence. It is just possible that to Lk “times of the Gentiles” 
meant “times when the Gentiles receive favor” (Hz, cf P). But 
this is quite out of harmony with the phrasing and with the 
context. The saying is based on such passages as Dnl 8:13 f, 
12:7, 11f, and means “time of the Gentiles’ barbarous rule” 
(so usually). If any definite period was thought of, it would be 
the regular apocalyptic “times, time and half a time.” The 
passage gives no clue to the date of Lk. 


(20-24) Lk agrees verbally with Mk 13:14) (= Lk v. 21a), 13:17 
(= Lk v. 23a), but otherwise has little in common with Mk 13: 14 ff. 
And the two Markan sentences break Lk’s context very badly, while 
Lk’s narrative is perfectly continuous without them. Lk has evidently 
added these touches to L’s account (W). 

(20) éyyCew belongs to L’s vocabulary. éefuwors may be a rem- 
iniscence of Mk (so usually); if so, L may have had xefu« or some such 
word. Note the Old Testament style throughout and the special in- 
terest in Jerusalem, both characteristic of L. (22) The contact with 
Mt v. 21 in Zotat and wey&Ay must be accidental, for the other wording 
is entirely different. The tod is “Lukan.” (23) The use of Aaég is 
rather too technical to class the noun as “‘Lukan.” (24) Mk v. 24 im- 
plies quite as long an interval as Lk (contrast Mt v. 29). If Lk had 
written this verse the treatment of the Gentiles would not have been 
that of simple hate, as here. 

This section in L is a conventional apocalypse, but its Jewish-Chris- 
tian origin is obvious in its attitude towards Jerusalem and Israel. Its 
interest centres in the warning against entering Jerusalem in the com- 
ing siege, so it cannot be later than 68 A. D. and may be considerably 


v. 23. ! Accentuated by the omission of toutw in WL minn. 

v. 24. In the bulk of the MSS the final clause reads ayot [ou] tAnowOucty xatpoe 
ebvwy (so Ti, Sdm). Bhas ... tAynewlwoty xat ecovtat xatoor eOvwv (so WH, 
bracketing xat eoovtat). L 892 1241 bo have. . . rApwbwory xatpor xae ecovrar 
xatoot ebvwy (so Ws, Sd [who brackets xat ecovtat xateot]). D ends with TANPW- 
Owowv (Sdm). The absolute tAnpwOwaty in B and D, however, is impossible, and 
this reading must rest on a primitive blunder of some sort, coupled (in the case of 
B) with an anticipation of xt ecovtat from the next verse. L represents an at- 
tempt to make B possible. 
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earlier. It can easily be understood as the form Mk’s “Little Apoca- 
lypse”’ took in southern Palestine. 


25-28. The end. 

25. The connection is immediate. At the fulfilment of the 
“times of the Gentiles” will occur the “distress of the Gentiles” 
(the English versions arbitrarily render Ova in v. 24 by “Gen- 
tiles” and here by “nations”). Cf on v.11. “Roaring! ... 
billows” adds to the other woes a portent connected with the 
sea, which threatens to leave its bed and overwhelm the world. 
Cf Ps 65:7; 4 Ezr 5:7 may be relevant also, but its text is 
uncertain. 

cuvoxn in 2 Cor 2:4 only. a&ropia and odXos only here. 

26. amrowvydvtov (here only) may very well be meant liter- 
ally, “dying of fright” (W, Hz, Wl). The second clause is a 
repetition of vv. 116, 25a. mpocSokéa in Acts 12:11 only. 

27. Finally the Messiah appears. 

28. This verse ignores v. 27 and looks back to v. 26a, “when 
others succumb with fear, then will be your time to take heart.” 


(25-28) Cf Mk 13: 24-27, Mt 24: 29-31. 

Here Lk agrees with Mk 13 : 25-26 (= Lk vv. 260-27), two sentences 
that break Lk’s context very badly. L, apparently, did not describe the 
actual appearance of the Messiah (W). 

(25) The anti-Gentilic tone continues. With d&mopta cf the use of 
the cognate verb in 24: 4. (26) WI finds in ‘‘world” a “‘later Christian 
conception.”’ But it is simply conventional apocalyptic. Both Lk and 
Mt avoid Mk’s awkward ot éy totc odeavots by using the genitive. 
(27) Lk agrees with Mt in improving the position of Mk’s woAAjjs. (28) 
&eyecbar and éyyftew are L terms. For d&noAdteworsg (WI notes its 
very primitive sense) cf 1: 68, for dvaxdatety cf 13:11. 

The L material in vv. 20 f, 20-28 was doubtless a continuous section, 
but its position in L is uncertain. As direct evidence for the words of 
Christ it must be classed with Mk’s “Little Apocalypse.” 


29-33. Parable of the figtree. 
The little parable illustrates v. 28 directly. 
29. For the introductory phrase cf critical note. 


v. 2s. At the beginning Sd prefers the singular eotat, against the plural in BxD. 
1 The participle yxouo7ns in WD al pl Ko is a simplification. 
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30. mpoBdArew in Acts 19:33 only; Aépos only in the par- 
allels. 

31. “These things” is vague, but v. 25 seems the likeliest 
reference. 

32-33. “All” includes v. 27 quite as much as v. 20. P writes: 
—<“The reference is to the destruction of Jerusalem regarded as 
the type of the end of the world.” This interpretation, of course, 
ignores the historic meaning of the words, however useful it may 
be as practical exposition. 


(29-33) Cf Mk 13: 28-31, Mt 24: 32-35. 

The only Lk—Mt contact is ws év (v. 32) for Mk’s less literary wéxers 
od. There is no evidence of a pre-Markan source here (against W). 

(29) The first four words mark the new change of source (back to 
Mk). This anticipates Mk’s use of ‘‘parable,” and involves a certain 
revision. Lk doubtless saw no reason why the figtree alone should be 
mentioned as a harbinger of spring (Jl, Hz, Ls) and he has generalized. 
(30) Mk’s first clause is needless, and his second clause is abbreviated 
with rooG&Awaty. BAéxovtes d&g” SxutHy as in 12:57. The second 43y 
perfects the parallelism. (31) The subject is supplied (certainly cor- 
rectly), and it displaces Mk’s én Ooatc. (33) Lk no doubt thought 
Mk’s v. 32 derogatory to Christ (so usually); the saying appears in a 
softened form in Acts 1:9. 

In 21: 1-33 ‘‘Lukan”’ terms are extraordinarily scanty. 


34-36. Closing parable. 

The discourse ends with a half-parabolic warning, which is an 
expansion of Isa 24: 20, 17. 

34-35. Cf 17: 26-30. On “take heed to yourselves,” cf 12: 1. 
kpav@adn Kat wn" is properly “the after-effects of intoxica- 
tion and intoxication itself”; the order is curious. The force is 
scarcely to be restricted to the literal meaning (against W). 
aidvidvos? (x Thess 5:3) is of course an adjective, “unfore- 


v.30. Daf arsysc begin this verse otav teoBakwoty tov xxeTOY AUTWY YtvWoXKETE 
(-etat D; so R; + dy D*) ott xtA; af f sysc reading “‘begin to put forth” (so syj). 
16 minn and the other latt agree, except for the omission of dn after tooBaAwetv 
and a few other variations (b c ff2 1 q have “‘ex se” with their equivalent for xgo- 
BarAwotv). But these variants have evidently arisen from an attempt to conform 
to the parallels, followed by conflation. 

v. 32. WH bracket ev (om 33 D). 

vv. 34-35. In v. 34 WH prefers the order at xxpdtat usswy (BW Ferr A minn X). 
'sysc have ‘‘eating of flesh and drinking of wine.’ * Made an adverb (atovt3tw<) 
in 33 Ferr III’ minn. D* has evigyiog; De egvtoc. 
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seen.” xaOnuevous? need not connote “at ease.” Buwtucds in 
t Cor 6:3f only. xpavrddn and érewdpyerOau! only here. 
36. Cf 12:35-40. “At every season” belongs with “watch 
ye, praying” taken together. “The things to come” include 
the last woes as well as the Judgment; the former cannot be 
avoided altogether, but they can be made endurable by follow- 
ing Christ’s instructions. For ota@jvav cf Mal 3:2, Sap 5:1. 


(34-36) Mk at this point (13: 33-37) contains matter that Lk has 
used already (12: 35-40), so Lk substitutes a warning of about the 
same length as Mk’s (Hz, Ls). As it is only a paraphrase of Isaiah, 
nothing definite can be said about its source. égrot&vat (v. 34) and 
déecbat (v. 36) are “Lukan.” 


37-38. These two verses are really the preface to ch 22; as 
they stand they are something of an anti-climax, after the im- 
passioned eschatological discourse. Cf 19: 47-20:1. A teach- 
ing activity of some length is indicated; note “every day” and 
the imperfects. 

For a somewhat similar combination of avAifeoOar (Mt 21: 
17) and opOpifev (here only) cf Jgs 19:9, Cant 7: 11 f (P). 


(37-38) Lk would not have spoiled Mk’s climax voluntarily, and 
this section must be from L, as the preface to what follows. Cf on 
vv. 5-6, and note how these verses prepare for 22: 39 (W, JW). 

Hz, Ls think that these verses are a reminiscence of Jn 7: 53-8: 11, 
which, they think, stood in the “primitive Synoptic tradition” at this 
point, as in the Ferrar manuscripts. But this “primitive Synoptic 
tradition” is of more than dubious existence, and the resemblances 
between Lk here and the story of the adulteress are very slight. An- 
other unexplained coincidence is the close resemblance of the first 
clauses of v. 37 and Mk 14: 49, a verse not used by Lk. It is possibly 
due to oral tradition, since a phrase like this would be important in 
early apologetic. But the contact with Mt 21:17 in the use of adat- 
teo8ar is mere accident. 

xahobwevog (v. 37) and Aabs (v. 38) are “Lukan.” 


3sys omits; 69 minn have xatotxouvtes. ‘Soin BN*D afa, There isan un- 
usually large number of variants; Ko has exeeuoetat. 

v. 36. For 8¢ at the beginning Sdm has ouy, against Bx sa D af a syj; 157 syj* 
have neither. 1157 has otynvat; D af it otyoecde. 

v. 37. WHm, Ws print 8t3«cxwy before ev, with B sa bo K lat sy. 

At the end of this chapter Ferr insert Jn 7: 53-8: 11. 


® 


316 ST. LUKE 


CHAPTER XXII 


1-6. Judas’ betrayal. 

1. The “Passover” and the “feast of unleavened bread” were 
distinct feasts, and they were generally distinguished by the 
Jews (WI). But cf Antt XIV, ii, 1 (21), Kata Tov Kaspov Ths 
tav atvpmov éopTis nv packa Néyouer, “at the time of the feast 
of unleavened bread which we call the Passover.” 

2.2CL ores. 

3. W, JW, Ls detect a reference to 4:13, but it is not very 
obvious. “Satan” is not the same as “a demon” (against Z). 
évra' is perhaps concessive (W); “although of the number.” 

4, “Went away” is vague, but its sense is evident. The 
“captains!” (cf v. 52) were the officers of the Temple police, 
a numerous body composed chiefly of Levites. It was under the 
chief command of the otpatnyds, an important official (Acts 
4:1,5:24ff). CfiGJV, ii, 320-322. As these functionaries were 
responsible for all arrests, it devolved on them to negotiate with 
Judas. 

5. At the time of the Passover pilgrims encamped everywhere 
around Jerusalem, so that finding a given person in the dark 
would have been a very difficult matter. Even the use of spies 
would not have helped much; a group suspecting observation 
could quickly break up and disappear. 

6. €Eouonorvety in the sense of “agree” is very rare.! There 
is no special point in translating éyAov? by “tumult.” ev«arpla 
in Mt’s parallel only; @rep in v. 35 only. 

(1-6) Cf Mk 14: 1-2, 10-11, Mt 26: 2-5, 14-16. 

The only Lk—Mt contacts are the position of adtéy in v. 4 and the 
similar change in v. 6, together with the use of eixatofa (suggested by 
Mk’s edxatedc). There are no common omissions. 

Lk omits the account of the anointing in Mk 14: 3-9, doubtless be- 
cause of his own similar story in 7 : 36-so. 

Lk corresponds closely with Mk in vy. 2 and 5, but not otherwise. And 


v. 3. Jit vg omit. 

v. 4. 1}Om D; af it sysc have “scribes” instead, read as a third group by C al 
minn. The nature of the oteatyyor was not known to the copyists. 

v. 6. 1D P have the simple verb; x*CN it sys omit. ? 69 minn omit atep oxAov. 
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the non-Markan material is complete in itself and is from L; note 
éyytew in v. x and the knowledge of the Temple police in v. 4. 

(x) L continued 21: 38 without a break. (2) From Mk, influenced 
perhaps by 20: 19 (W). In Acts Lk is very fond of dvatpetv (19 times), 
and +é before a clause is almost a Lukan peculiarity. adc is “Lukan.” 
Lk has omitted Mk’s “take him with subtlety” as needless, and his 
“not during the feast” as in conflict with what happened (so usually), 
(3) Note the contact with Jn 13:27. xaAobuwevoc is “Lukan.” (4) 
&reXOdy is from Mk v. ro, where it means “from the house of the 
anointing” (W). Ls thinks that Lk deduced otpatnyof here from 
oteatnyés in Acts. That Lk may have read the source used in Acts 
before writing the Gospel is of course very possible, but the singular 
would not have produced a plural. (5) Apparently from Mk, but L 
must have had something here in much the same wording. (6) é&w- 
poAdynsey may be a remnant of L, but the rest is all indeterminate. 
tod is “‘Lukan.” 


7-13. Preparations for the Passover. 

The secrecy of Christ’s plans indicates that He was aware of 
the impending plot. 

7. The Hebrew day of course began at sunset, but Lk writes 
from the standpoint of his Gentile readers, so combining events 
that a Jew would have ascribed to different “days.” 

8-9. The omission of the subject (‘‘Christ’’) is strange, for it 
is not indicated by the context; cf critical note. The prepara- 
tions include purchasing the lamb and the other required food, 
attending to the sacrifice, and making ready the meal. McN 
objects that “‘all the members of a family who were to partake 
of (the lamb) were required to be present at the ceremony of its 
slaughter.” But such a rule would have been completely un- 
workable. 

10. In these directions Lk certainly thought that Christ used 
supernatural knowledge (cf v. 13), but the narrative itself sug- 
gests rather a carefully arranged plan to conceal His movements 
from all but a trusted few; cf on 19: 29-35. Yet the details 
given are obviously incomplete; there would have been count- 
less water carriers entering the city and some more precise 
method of identification must have been arranged. The “man” 


v.7. Tireads ev n det, against BCLD minn. 
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was evidently a servant (v. 11). It is quite pointless to discuss 
the use to be made of the water. For cuvatar' cf 9:37. Kepdpsov 
only in Mk’s parallel. 

11-12. As the “Master” is not named, the house owner 
must have known the disciples; the care not to mention names 
heightens the tone of secrecy. xaTadAupa, lit., “resting place,” 
is a more general term than avayavov, “upper room” (Mk’s 
parallel only). €o7pwpévoy may mean “plastered” (Z), but 
“furnished (with the requisites for the meal)” is more probable. 


(7-13) C£ Mk 14: 12-16, Mt 26: 17-109. 

The only Lk—Mt contact is 6 8 elxey in v. 10, while Mt is so con- 
densed that it is unfair to speak of “‘common omissions.” This is the 
last ‘‘Markan” section in Lk. 

(7) %AOev (prepared for in v. 1) and %3et give good connection. (8) 
The omission of the subject is due to insufficient revision of Mk, who 
also omits it. Lk makes Christ take the initiative, in words practically 
all from Mk. ‘‘Peter and John” are doubtless named as the usual 
leaders (especially in Acts); it is needless to think of a special tradition. 
(9) Much of Mk has been anticipated. (10-12) Almost verbally from 
Mk, with some obvious stylistic improvements. Mk’s awkward wou 
is dropped, and the repetition &tomov . . . Evomdtere avoided. (13) 
Lk abbreviates. 


14-23. The Last Supper. 

14. Nothing is told of the means used to avoid detection in 
reaching the appointed house; the narrative is interested only 
in the Supper itself. “Hour” is of course the hour of the meal. 
W thinks that “the apostles” includes more than the Twelve; 
that others were present is not impossible but the wording does 
not say so. 

15. The saying breathes profound relief; Christ knew that 
His death was certain, and had feared that He might be arrested 
before the Passover. Note the emphatic Hebraism. 

16. Christ would eat the paschal feast no more until type 
should pass into antitype. This conception of the Passover as 
a type of the coming Kingdom is common in Jewish literature, 
whether with or without specific reference to the Messianic 


v. 10. !unavtysat in CL minn X; axavtyoat in D minn. 
v. 11. WHm reads Acyoytes: Aeyet (x). 
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Banquet which inaugurates the final beatitude. And this belief 
naturally passed into Christianity as part of the eucharistic 
theology (cf “until he come,” 1 Cor 11: 26). 

Christ’s language gives no support to the theory that He 
expected the Kingdom within the next twelve months; on the 
contrary, it implies that Passovers would continue until the 
end, although He would have no share in them. 

17-18. The later Jewish ritual directed that the head of the 
family should begin the meal by blessing a cup of wine. Then, 
after drinking from it, he passed it to the company, who all 
drank in turn. The present verse shows that this custom was 
already in existence in Christ’s day. 

Most interpreters hold that Christ drank first, comparing His 
words with v. 16. But this makes “divide this among yourselves, 
for Isay . . .” rather pointless (W, Z), as they certainly denote 
some unusual happening. Z notes appositely that the use of 
wine at the Passover was an extra-legal custom added by tradi- 
tion, and so Christ would feel at liberty to disregard it. Wine 
was supposed to have been added because of the joy of the 
occasion; a joy that Christ might very well think misplaced for 
Him under the circumstances. But cf critical note. 

19a. In the later ritual, the bread was broken after the “bit- 
ter herbs” had been tasted and a second cup ot wine had been 
drunk; all this took place before eating the lamb. Possibly this 
use existed also in Christ’s day. Note the specific mention of 
“breaking,” a ceremonial act of the greatest importance to the 
apostolic church (24: 35, Acts 2: 42, 46, 20:7, 11, 1 Cor 10: 16, 
11:24). As TovTo, “this,” is neuter and not masculine (as is 
aptos, “bread”’), the subject of “‘is” should be the act of break- 
ing and distributing, not the bread itself. But this is probably 
too refined; at the most “this (broken) bread.” The probable 


v. 16. Before ov Ti, Ws insert ouxett, against BNC*LQA minn H a. But the 
omission is much “easier.” 

vv. 17 ff. Cf exegetical notes on vv. 196-20. Small influences of liturgical formu- 
las are of course numerous (to motyetoy in v. 17, etc). 

v.18. Tiinserts ott before ov, against BCLD 1 Gaf. D1 157 Glatt sysc transfer 
amo tov vuy after ott; CAA al pl Ko omit entirely. The phrase is perhaps from Mk, 
but it may also have been omitted to conform to v. 16. 
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absence of “is” from the Aramaic is of no consequence, as the 
copula must be supplied. 

No interpretation of these words is historically valid that 
does not start from a meaning that they could have had to the 
disciples when Christ spoke; a principle that rules out the bulk 
of later eucharistic controversy. The essential elements of the 
scene are, (a) the symbolism of the breaking and distribution, 
(b) the fact that these acts were performed in the midst of a 
common meal, (c) the fact that this meal was the Passover. In 
Lk the paschal atmosphere is especially heightened by vv. 15- 
16, and Lk’s meaning may very well be, “If I had been ar- 
rested before the Passover, I could not have celebrated this 
rite.” Cf Hz. Consequently, the first eucharist had in part the 
paschal connotation of a feast presaging an act of redemption. 
WI objects that the narrative ignores the paschal lamb, but 
the objection is too mechanical; later Jewish use had ceased 
to lay exclusive stress on the lamb, which was omitted alto- 
gether after the destruction of the Temple. 

The nature of the coming redemption is explained further by 
Christ’s act; as the bread was broken to feed the disciples, so 
His body would be “broken” for their spiritual sustenance. 
Christ knew that His death was at hand. But He believed that 
by His death the disciples would be saved from the world as 
were the Israelites from Egypt. Moreover, by receiving this 
food at His hands the disciples received a “table bond” with 
Him, by which unity of life could subsist, despite the separation 
so soon to come. And the whole action is pervaded by expecta- 
tion of the coming Kingdom, so that the eucharist, like the 
Passover, looked directly forward to the final redemption in the 
Kingdom of God. 

The relative amount of stress to be laid on these various ele- 
ments is, of course, debatable, but no interpretation seems jus- 
tified that does not take them all into consideration. Yet even 
in the apostolic age there must have been differences of em- 
phasis; different individuals or communities, no doubt, would 
elaborate special features too exclusively. But it is quite certain 
that the eucharist, like the Passover, was regarded as a joyous 
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feast, to be celebrated with “gladness” (Acts 2:46); in fact, 
it was so festally conceived that at times it led to carousing 
(xz Cor 11: 20-22). And it is equally certain that believers felt 
Christ “was made known to them in the breaking of the bread” 
(24:35), that through it they came into the most unique and 
intimate contact with their Lord. 

There is no evidence of any specifically ““Lukan” interpreta- 
tion of the rite in the passage. 

195-20. The textual phenomena here are familiar and may be 
briefly summarized. The most natural explanation of the his- 
tory is as follows:— 

Lk wrote an account that closed with the word “body” in 
v. 19, leaving the cup of v. 17 in only loose connection with the 
eucharist and throwing all the emphasis on the bread (cf 24: 
30, 35). This reading has been preserved in Dad fil. But 
harmonizing tendencies, which liturgical considerations would 
make particularly powerful, caused an early conformation of the 
account to that in 1 Cor-Mk-Mt. The simplest change was 
that in b e, placing v. 19 before v. 17, so as to give the order 
“bread . . . cup.” syc has the same text, enlarged with the 
addition of “over it” after “given thanks” and the wording of 
1 Cor 11: 24 (“which is for you,” etc) after “body.” sys is still 
further enlarged, inserting “after they had supped” at the be- 
ginning of v. 17 and “this is my blood, the new covenant” at its 
end. The great bulk of the manuscripts, however, simply sup- 
plemented v. 19 from 1 Cor 11: 24f, but syp carried the har- 
monizing tendency still further by omitting vv. 17-18 altogether 
(the Coptic 8 omits v. 16 also). Marcion’s text is uncertain. 

This reconstruction is so simple that the shorter text is de- 
fended by WH, W, JW, Ls, Z, K? (although Z prefers the order 
of be). On the other hand Hz, Lg (cf McN) think that confu- 
sion between the two cups of vv. 17 and 20 led to the omission 
of the latter. But, in that case, a scribe would have omitted the 
cup of v. 17 (cf syp), not the eucharistic cup, and this does not 
explain how v. 19 came to be shortened. Soden (I, 1571) refers 
the confusion to the influence of the Diatessaron, but his argu- 
ments are unconvincing; Diatessaron 45: 12-16 is simply Mk- 
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Mt, with a few words at the end that may be from Lk but may 
equally well be from 1 Cor (Aphraates, indeed, continues with 
“as often as ye come together”). This appears to have no 
bearing on the omission of Lk vv. 196-20. 

WI (cf K) contends for the omission of all of v. 19 (without 
textual authority) as well as of v. 20. He holds that Lk (like 
Jn) did not intend to describe the eucharist at all and that, in 
fact, Lk wished simply to protest against later Christian cele- 
brations of the Passover. But there is no evidence for this, and 
it leaves unexplained how later correctors could content them- 
selves with inserting only v. 19a. 

21. In lurid contrast (77v) to Christ’s approaching act of 
redemption was the presence of His betrayer at the common 
meal. 

22. The force of 87 is not very clear. If it is to be pressed, 
the sense is “the betrayer is present because the Scriptures have 
so predicted” (Ps 41:9?, Obadiah 7?). “Son of man” is used 
deliberately in its full sense. 

23. Judas’ treachery was unknown to the other apostles. 


(14-23) Cf Mk 14: 17-25, Mt 26: 20-29. 

Lk’s agreements with Mk are for the most part only those that 
would be inevitable in two accounts of a scene of such great importance, 
while the differences point decisively to a special tradition in Lk (W, 
JW, Ls, McN). And this tradition was L; cf dxontxtewy in v.14, and 
tod voy in v. 18, xat advof in v. 23, and the Jewish tone throughout. 
JW calls attention also to the strophic arrangement. 

(14) There is a Lk—Mt contact in the position of dvémecey (dvéxetto), 
but this is accident; Mk is poorly phrased, ody is ‘‘Lukan.’” (x5) 
This saying has no parallel in Mk. “Pauline pragmatism” (Hz) can 
be discovered here only if 19b-20 is read, and only then with extreme 
difficulty. For Wl’s opinion cf note above on vv. 19-20. A saying of 
this kind was needed to make the eucharistic action comprehensible, 
and Mk’s account should be supplemented here with L’s. (17) Cf 
exegetical notes and the note below. (18) Mk has this verse after the 
institution of the eucharist (14:25), implying that Christ drank the 
Passover wine. Cf note below. Lk’s wording is very like Mk’s and 
may have been influenced by it, but a different Greek wording would 

V. 20. ovowatt for atuerte is the curious reading in 700 minn. 


_ VY. 22. Sdm has simply ovat exetvw, omitting tw avOewxw, with D af sysc. 1So 
in Bx 33 L 579 sa bo D 157 T; otherwise xa (a d have nothing). 
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hardly have been possible (1d yévnua tho duxéAou was a set phrase). 
Lk’s A0p perhaps makes his version more chiliastic than Mk’s. 


Nore. The most important difference between the eucharistic ac- 
counts in L and in 1 Cor—-Mk-Mt is the former’s omission of the cup. 
L’s version reappears in 24:30, 35, where bread is the only element 
used, and it is defended by JW, Ls as original. But decisive evidence 
on the other side appears to be offered by the words “‘after supper”? in 
1 Cor 11: 25, for these words have no theological import and are com- 
prehensible only as a genuine reminiscence. 

L’s account is to be explained from liturgical practice. “The break- 
ing of bread” in the Palestinian church was celebrated with extreme 
frequency or even daily (Acts 2: 46), by small house-groups. Under 
such circumstances wine must often have been unobtainable, for it 
was so expensive that the Mishnah (Pes. x, 1) describes the sacrifice 
a poor man might have to make to obtain the small quantity needed 
for the Passover. A custom of eucharists without wine would have 
been inevitable under such circumstances, a custom that would be cer- 
tain to lead to the belief that the original eucharist was wineless. So 
v. 18 may even be meant as a protest against what was thought a 
luxurious custom; such an attitude would be quite in keeping with the 
character of L, with which Lk no doubt sympathized. 

A comparison is often drawn between Lk and the eucharistic prayers 
of Didache 9-10. But the comparison is hardly relevant; in the Di- 
dache the cup precedes the bread, but in Lk there is no cup at all. The 
order in the Didache is perhaps due to the usual Jewish practice of 
blessing wine before bread (Berakoth 6:1, 5). 


(21-23) v. 22 is from Mk (v. 22); Lk uses éefCewv (not in Mk—Mt) 
five times in Acts. Lk has reversed Mk’s order, gaining better connec- 
tion. Otherwise Lk and Mk are quite differently worded. Lk has no 
fondness for cuvGntetv, which he rejects in Mk 1: 27, 9:14, 16. The 
“Lk-—Mt contact” in yelo (yetex, Mt v. 23) is accidental. In v. 23 td 
«ts and xed&coety are “ Lukan.” 


24-27. Dispute as to rank. 

The connection is only ad voc. “dispute,” and these verses 
form an independent section. JW finds the connection so vague 
that he suspects the text of v. 27. That these verses illustrate 
vv. 16-18 is not evident (against Ls). 

24. Cf on 9:46. “And?” is evidently designed to help the 
transition from v. 23, but it is not very successful. pcAovexeda 
(“strife”’ ?, “jealousy” ?) here only. doxe? is “be acknowledged 


y. 24. 10m ® it sysc, 
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as,” as in Gal 2: 6, but hardly “by Christ” (against W). peifov 
is probably used as a superlative, “greatest.” 

25. “Earthly royalty manifests itself in authority, and earthly 
dignitaries seek titles of honor.” There seems to be no sarcasm 
in the statement, so there is no reason to translate Kuptevovow 
by “oppress.” ot éovordfovres is a much wider term than 
“sovereigns.” evepyérys (here only), “benefactor,” was a fa- 
miliar title of honor. aAodvTat is most naturally taken as a 
passive, although “have themselves called” is possible. 

26. Scl “shall be.” 

27. To Lk’s mind the words “TI am in the midst of you as he 
that serveth” no doubt looked immediately to Christ’s good- 
ness in instituting the eucharist. 


(24-27) Cf 9: 46 and parallels and, in addition, Mk 10: 42-45 (Mt 
20: 25-28), where the resemblance between Mk and Lk shows literary 
relationship of some sort. But there are no LkK—Mt contacts. 

(24) B8oxet seems to be connected with of S8oxodvtes Apyer in 
Mk v. 42. Note how Lk repeats +d tig from v. 23 (cf vv. 2, 4). (25) 
As compared with Mk v. 42, Lk’s simple verb is vastly preferable to 
Mk’s compound; Mk has introduced a tone of sarcasm. W thinks that 
Lk’s Baathets is original, but his technical evepyétat is of course sec- 
ondary to Mk’s weyéAor. Lk has reworded the second clause to avoid 
the apparent tautology, but he has broken the parallelism (against W). 
(26) Lk would scarcely have used duets in place of Mk’s easier éy buiv, 
but between his yeebtep0¢ . . . Staxov@v and Mk’s Sikxovoc . . . S00A06 
there is not much to choose. But jyobuevos is literary. (27) If this 
verse and Mk v. 45 have any relation, Mk is certainly secondary and 
theological; W1 even suggests that in Mk the words xat Bodvar . . 
moAAG@y are a later addition to the text, but this is conjecture. 

The obvious explanation of the phenomena is the dependence of Lk 
and Mk on a common source (W, JW, Ls). Direct dependence of Lk 
on Mk is too difficult an hypothesis, especially in view of Lk’s position 
for the saying. Mk has added this section to his scene with the Zebe- 
dees (10: 35-40), where it has an excellent context (Mk 10:41 con- 
nects the two sections). If the LkK—-Mk source is to be identified, Q is 
the most plausible conjecture (W) but the question should be left open. 

The position of the saying in Lk is best explained by v. 27. W in- 
vokes Jn 13 but this is very hazardous. Other theories in K. 


28-30. The reward of the apostles. 


v. 25. !xataxue. in@ Ferr UN minn X. 
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The connection is by contrast, “humility now, but greatness 
hereafter.” But the section also looks back on vv. 16-18. 

28. Siapewevnxdres (note the perfect participle) emphasizes 
strongly the successful endurance of the long test (P). But Lk 
could not have meant the article in the sense “ye are the only 
ones”; contrast Acts 1: 21 f (against Wl). wetpacpol is “trials” 
rather than “temptations,” although the latter meaning cannot 
be excluded from the word. The opposition encountered in the 
Ministry was Satan’s effort to shake Christ’s constancy. 

29. Note the emphatic «&yo, in contrast to Duets. Star (Oewae 
is “appoint,” not “bequeath” (against WI, JW), for the apos- 
tles were to enjoy their dignities in the presence of the living 
Christ. Here “royal rule” is better for SaotAe/a than “king- 
dom” (W). Or the sentence may be translated, “as the Father 
hath appointed me a kingdom, so I appoint for you that .. .” 
(Hz, JW). 

30. To “eat at the king’s table” was an honor of the highest 
degree, ordinarily reserved for royal princes. The apostles, 
however, would have a rank worthy of this privilege, for they 
would be the rulers! of Israel; “judges” is of course used in the 
Old Testament sense of “rulers,” and the saying is a paraphrase 
of Ps 122:5. But Lk does not say that each apostle will be 
the judge of one tribe, and reflections on the prediction’s rela- 
tions to Judas are needless (against Ls). 

The language is intensely Jewish and chiliastic. Eating and 
drinking go on as in the present life,—not only in the Messianic 
banquet at the beginning (against P),—and the Kingdom (ap- 
parently) contains only Israel. Cf Enoch 62:14. Lk must have 
interpreted allegorically, if he did not supply in thought “while 
the Gentiles have their own special judges.” 


(28-30) Cf Mt 19: 28. 
(28) W, JW seem perfectly right in defending the onginality of 


v. 28. D begins with xat vuets quénOnte ev tn Staxovia wou we o Staxovwy, 
thereby softening the transition. 

v.30. The omission of ey tm BactAeta wou in Ko (late) is probably pure accident 
(wou . . . wou). 17Ti, Sdm print xetvoytes before tac (against BT 892 i). The 
subjunctive xa0yo0e in B*TA (WH non mg) is conformed to ecfyte; D has xa- 
Bbetnobe. 
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metoaoyotc, for later theological reflection would have used some less 
suggestive word, such as OAtvect (against Ls), and Lk’s similar use of 
the plural in Acts 20: 19 is hardly relevant (against Hk). The original- 
ity of netopxcuwots carries with it the originality of the remainder of 
the verse, which would have been out of place in Mt’s context (Mt 
19:27 appears to contain a reminiscence). 

(29) Mt simply predicts the exaltation of the apostles, while Lk re- 
fers this to Christ’s direct appointment. Lk is secondary; contrast Mk 
10:40 (Ls) and the simple future xaOfcecbe in v. 30. (30) W, Ls 
argue that Yv« . . . wou is inserted to conform to the “supper” con- 
text; W notes the changed sense of @actAel« (but cf exegetical note) 
and the incongruous moods of the verbs. That the clause is an inser- 
tion is very likely, but it is too Jewish to refer to Lk; it was the “‘sup- 
per’’ reference that caused Lk to add the section in this context. Lk 
may or may not have omitted ‘‘twelve” because he thought of Judas’ 
treachery (cf Ls); the numeral would have been a very easy addition 
for Mt (against Hk), and may have specialized for the apostles a 
promise originally made to a much wider group (JW). 

The versions in Lk and Mt certainly go back to a common original, 
but the variations are so great that this original may not have been in 
Greek; that it was Q is quite uncertain (cf JW). The saying would 
have been perfectly natural in Christ’s mouth; these whom He had 
trained so carefully for His special service (or all His disciples?) would 
continue that service in the Kingdom. Its general authenticity, con- 
sequently, is usually admitted. 


31-34. Prediction of the apostles’ desertion. 

Again the connection is by contrast. The apostles, who are 
to be so exalted in the future, are now to pass through a period 
of shame. 

31. The unmediated transition! is very effective. Satan’s re- 
quest is described as in Job chs 1-2. éfavteto Oar here only. 
owtd{ ew? is not known in earlier Greek, and may mean either 
“to winnow” or “to sift.” In the former case the figure is the 
same as in 3:17; in the latter the reference is to sifting after 
winnowing (to remove heavy impurities). 

32. Christ’s prayer is of course supposed to be effectual, so 
that St. Peter’s aberration would be only temporary. His faith 
would not desert him entirely, and after his recovery he would 


v. 31. 1Soin BL sa bo sys; the insertion of etwey de 0 xuptoc in the bulk of the 
MSS is certainly secondary and has produced further variations. 2 Etviacat in x*. 
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be able to restore the other apostles. Cf 24:34, 1 Cor 15:5. 
moré, “when the interval of doubt ceases.” After “turned!” 
scl “to faith”’; it is artificial to treat the participle as transitive 
(against Z). 

33. St. Peter replies to the implication in “turned.” 

34. The title “Peter 1” (“rock man’”’) is used in sad contrast 
to the prediction. “Cockcrow” may mean simply “daybreak” 
(W1), but cf v. 60. Note the Jewish use of “today” in contrast 
tO Vea. 


(31-34) Cf Mk 14: 27-31, Mt 26: 31-35. 

Lk is independent of Mk, as is generally recognized, and is based on 
L. Note the Jn contacts; the prediction of the denial is placed at the 
supper (against Mk, Lk’s wording is more like Jn 13:38 than Mk 
14: 30), and with v. 326 cf Jn 21: 16-18. Moreover, v. 32b is resumed 
in 24:34 (L), while with otypttew (v. 32) cf 9:51. Ls argues that 
LE is based on ‘‘Mk’s source,” but this is arbitrary. 

(31-32a) As compared with Mk v. 27, L appears to be modified by 
St. Peter’s later share in spreading the resurrection faith; yet L’s words 
can be read as an unfulfilled prayer that he would not lose faith at all, 
and so JW thinks there is a genuine nucleus here. Lk is the only Gospel 
that preserves the tradition of a primary appearance to St. Peter; Mk 
apparently purposed to describe an appearance to all the apostles 
gathered together, although Mk 16:7 may contain a hint to the con- 
trary. So the L tradition must be extremely early. déec8at and the 
use of tod are “Lukan.” 

(32b) The deviations from Mk v. 28 are bound up with Lk’s devia- 
tions from Mk’s resurrection tradition; cf on ch 24. (33-34) Lk is 
independent of Mk (cf above on the Jn contact). W, Hz, Ls argue that 
the clause xat . . . @évatoy has been influenced by St. Peter’s martyr- 
dom; this is possible but needless. 


35-38. The future of the apostles. 

This section provides a solemn close for the scene, without 
special reference to what precedes. 

35. Cf 10:4. vorepety Tivos! here only. 


v. 32. !D af have ertotpevoy xat. 

v. 34. Before etdevat Ti, Ws insert wy, against Bk VL bo © r MIIQ minn X sys, 
while Ti transfers we to the end, against BNTLO Ferr. W 1157 Q minn f have 
anapyyon we etdevat; D has we arapvynon wn etdevat we. 1247 latt omit EOE vat. 
1Om syc. 

Vv. 35. 1x* has te. 
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36. The conditions that existed when the apostles were sent 
forth had changed. Purse and wallet had become necessary, 
apparently implying that hospitable reception was no longer 
certain. Indeed, open violence could now be expected, and 
means for self-protection were called for. 

WI, Ls think simply of precautions for long journeys over 
dangerous roads, but this breaks the connection with what fol- 
lows and makes WI ask why there is no mention of a staff. 
After “hath not” most commentators supply “purse and wal- 
let,” but “sword” gives better sense (WI, Z); in any case the 
purchase of a sword is enjoined on all. Lk certainly could not 
have wished his readers to take this precept literally; cf, per- 
haps, Eph 6:17 for the interpretation he may have given it. 
But see critical notes. 

37. Danger impends because Christ is about to suffer; His 
death will let loose a flood of hostility against the apostles. 
The final «al ydp! is parallel to Aéyo ydp (W). 

38. Christ’s injunction was put into immediate execution as 
far as was practicable. Cf critical notes. Lk gives no hint of 
any irony in Christ’s reply; any such translation as “enough 
misunderstanding”’ is arbitrary. 


(35-38) Peculiar to Lk. 

The source of this section is obscure. W (cf Ls) argues for Q because 
of the agreement of v. 35 with 10: 4 but this agreement may be due 
to Lk’s editing. And v. 38 points forward to an account of the arrest, 
which (as far as can be determined) did not stand in Q; W treats v. 38 
as a Lukan addition (cf WI) but it is necessary in the section. L is 
much more likely (cf JW) and duolws (v. 36) is an L term, but the 
question must be left open. The use of +6 before mept (v. 37) and 
ixavos (v. 38) are “‘Lukan.” v. 37 may have been expanded (JW), but 
it is too closely connected with v. 36 to be wholly a later addition 
(against WI, Ls). 

Mt 26: 52-54 has long stood in the way of recognizing the historic 
element in this section. Its production in the later church is incon- 


v. 36. Ti begins with o 8¢ etrev (s*DO syj af); WANA lat have etrev ouv; sy 
have no conjunction. D al pl Ko tend to change the imperatives into future indica- 
tives, apparently thinking that Christ could not have given such a command. 

v. 37. After ote Sd adds ete in brackets, against BNWTL sa bo D x 157 AQ 
minn pl XH b rf, but it is almost meaningless and has arisen from confusion in 


OTITOYTO. 10m yae D latt sysc. 
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ceivable; there may have been “militaristic” groups here and there 
(cf Rev 13:10), but they would not have been satisfied to give the 
apostles only two swords among the twelve. On the other hand, its 
suppression by Mk (Mt goes even further) was only to be expected; 
that Lk gives it at all is remarkable. 

It corresponds perfectly to the situation. Christ felt that His death 
was determined and necessary. But that His work should not cease 
with His death was necessary also; the lives of the apostles must be 
preserved at any cost, so that in their case violence must be met with 
violence. This explains why the disciples were carrying swords in 
Gethsemane, an undoubted fact (Mk 14: 47) that has been taken too 
much for granted; indeed as a matter of history the armed resistance 
of the band when Christ was seized may be a reason why Christianity 
was saved from extinction. Cf especially JW; Ls complicates need- 
lessly with the (impossible) contention that Christ thought of resisting 
His own death. 

The “‘swords” may have been large knives (a supposition at least as 
old as Chrysostom), or they could have been borrowed in the house 
where the Passover was eaten. And that two swords were not “‘enough”’ 
for defence (W, etc) is hardly relevant, for there was no reason to ap- 
prehend encountering an overwhelming force of soldiers (Ls). 


39-46. Christ’s prayer. 

In Lk the term “agony” is a misnomer, for vv. 43 f are an 
addition to Lk’s text (see below). 

39-40. Cf 21:37. “‘The?’ place” was the spot where Christ 
was accustomed to pass the night, as Judas knew (v. 47). The 
warning to the disciples recalls v. 31. 

41, In the papyri @roo74ay,' “withdraw,” is commonly used 
without connoting violence (against P). Christ remained near 
the disciples, so as to be able to help them (W), and they could 
hear His words. oA7 here only. 

42. In Lk Christ’s prayer is quietly resigned. “This cup” is, 
of course, the Passion, but there is no specification of any special 
aspect of the Passion; Lk probably thought of the suffering, 


v.39. WH bracket the xat before ot wafytat (om B* sa 1 minn V). 

v. 40. 1D omits the article. ; 

v. 41. leoracOn, exeonaOy, arectaly, ameoty are variants. 

v. 42. A choice between tapeveyxe (BTD® minn; WH, Ws), Mapevey nat (xL 
Ferr MKIIR minn; Ti), and mapeveyxerv (WY ANA minn X; Sd) is very difficult, 
especially as the second form can be read as either an imperative (Mk 14: 36) or 
aninfinitive. But sa bo lat (exc d i) sy all read the imperative. 
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rather than of (say) Christ’s grief at Israel’s obstinacy. The 
middle ending -et (GovAev) is decisively attested here only.! 

43-44. Cf below. 

45. The prayer is supposed to last much longer than v. 42 
indicates. That grief causes slumber through nervous exhaus- 
tion is psychologically accurate. Lk means his readers to under- 
stand that the apostles now expected the Passion (Av7r7). 

46. The quiet tone is maintained; Christ simply repeats the 
words of v. 40. 


vv. 43-44. These verses are omitted in Bxe WT 826 579 sa bo 1071* 
N 713 A R f sys Cyr Ath Amb; Ferr (with various differences) places 
them after Mt 26:39. WH double-brackets and Weiss transfers to the 
margin (cf JW, Wl). This evidence for the omission is very strong, 
much too strong to be caused by Marcion or a small group in Egypt 
who thought the verses ‘‘too anthropomorphic” (against Z; cf Hz, Ls, 
K). On the other hand, such heightenings of painful scenes and the 
addition of miraculous elements are characteristic of hagiography 
everywhere; just why these verses should be ‘‘uninventable” does not 
appear (against WH, P). Lk’s own tone is quite different (W). Lg’s 
uncertainty is resolved by an appeal to a Tridentine decree. 

The narrator certainly intended to state that the angel appeared 
visibly (against Z), and that the drops of sweat were really mingled 
with blood. d&ywvia, t8eds, and O9du80¢ here only. évicxdety only in 
Acts 9: 19. 

(39-46) Ci Mk 14: 26, 32-42, Mt 26: 30, 36-46. 

Lk is very different from Mk, but there are certain Lk—Mt contacts: 
—In v. 42 the participle A¢ywy, the vocative in -ep, the introduction 
of et, and the use of mAnvy (Mk has &Ad&). In v. 45 the insertion of 
Teds tods wabyt&s. In v. 46 the plural (as in what follows), and the 
compound eicéA Ont. 

Most of these contacts are unimportant, and it is possible that they 
are all due to mere coincidence; certainly they scarcely seem signifi- 
cant enough to point to pre-Markan tradition, particularly in view of 
the wide divergence of Lk and Mt otherwise. W thinks that this scene 
may have become fixed in oral tradition, but textual influence of Mt on 
Lk is also conceivable. 

Lk is based on L; cf xat& 1b 20g (v. 39), témog after éxt in v. 40 (cf 
on 19:5), and xa adtés in v. 4r. Note, moreover, the relation to 21: 


1BovAy in AART minn XFG. 

v. 43. In place of ax ovpavou WH non mg have aro tou ovpavou (YW DO al). 

v. 44. Ti, WH non mg begin the second clause with xa eyeveto (NY x al), 
while Ti reads xataSatvoytos (N 565 X latt vg syp). 
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37. doet (v. 41) and dvactés (vv. 45, 46) are “Lukan,” and Lk is 
responsible for Oets ta yévata (v. 41, four times in Acts). The end of 
v. 46 is from Mk. 

The narrative is more condensed than Mk’s, and it exhibits a more 
advanced Christology in Christ’s impassive behavior. There is also a 
greater (and probably a more historic) regard for the apostles. In v. 
40 Ls suggests that the original ran “pray lest J enter into tempta- 
tion” (!). 


47-53. The arrest. 

47. The “temptation” overtook the disciples, before they 
could pray. Lk describes Judas afresh, in spite of vv. 3-5. The 
meaning of the attempted kiss can be discovered only indirectly 
from v. 48.1 

48. In Christ’s rebuke all the words are equally emphatic 
(Hz). “Son of Man” is used in the full Messianic sense. 

49-50. The disciples felt that the time had come to carry 
out the instructions of vv. 35-38, doubtless in the belief that 
they could at least give Christ time to escape. Note the use of 
et. The future participle éocuevos! hereonly. apetrev can hardly 
mean anything but “cut off,” although W renders it “wound.” 

51. Christ’s words are addressed to the disciples, in answer 
to the question in v. 49. So, probably, “let them do their will” 
(Z, K translate “desist at this point”). If the words were spoken 
to the crowd (P?), the introduction in v. 52 would be pointless. 
Lk scarcely reflected on the exact nature of the miraculous 
healing, but the language certainly implies complete restoration 
of the ear (against W, Hz). 

52a. The repetition of "Incods! makes a slight break. The 
officers wait until Christ finishes speaking before arresting Him 
(v. 54), despite the disciples’ violence. It now appears that the 
Temple dignitaries were present (v. 4; Lk adds “elders” here). 


vy. 47. 1 Consequently the substance of Mk 14: 44 is introduced here by DO Ferr 
al pl XEH b cr syp. 

v. 49. 1Om 71 latt; D syp have yevowevoy. 

v.51. WH bracket the article before Incous (om B). The aorist excate (WO 
Ferr 157) is a correction. 

v.52. Before autoy Ti reads noo instead of ex (8 al RGH), and he prefers the 
perfect e€eAnAvOate (WAA al) against the bulk of the MSS. 1Om D 1 minn af sysc. 
Ws prefixes the article, against BNTOA. 
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525-53. Christ’s tone (is v. 52b a question?) is scathingly 
contemptuous. Men with clear consciences do not treat harm- 
less teachers like desperate criminals, nor do they seek to avoid 
publicity for their acts. The nature of their “authority” is 
seen in the time they have chosen; both come from Satan. 


(47-53) Cf Mk 14: 43-50, Mt 26: 47-56. 

Lk agrees closely with Mk only in vv. 52f, but there are several 
Lk-Mt contacts:—In v. 47 t306 (quite differently used), and (Mt v. 49) 
c@ ’Incod (Mk’s ait@ is ambiguous). In v. 48 (Mt v. 50) Judas is re- 
proached, but the wording is entirely different and the addition was 
inevitable. In v. 50 xat and mat&ccev (matey, Mk). In v. 53 (Mt 
V. 51) éxtetvety tas yetexs (Mt has the singular), but this phrase is 
common in the New Testament (15 times) and was probably suggested 
by éx@déArewv tas xetoxc in Mk v. 46; there is no other resemblance. 
These contacts have little significance. 

The basis of Lk vv. 47-51 is L; cf the use of i806 and éyy(fewv (v. 
47), and the Jn contacts (Judas’ kiss is avoided, Christ’s initiative is 
preserved throughout, and the right ear of the servant is specified; cf 
Jn 18: 3-11). 

(47) ‘While he yet spake” is certainly from Mk (where it has more 
point), and “‘one of the twelve” may bealso. The actual kiss is avoided. 
(48) L’s Christology is again more “impassible” than Mk’s. The 
logion may rest on good tradition, but its creation would have been 
very easy. This verse makes Mk v. 44 unnecessary. (49) In Mk the 
sword stroke follows Christ’s arrest, but traditions about a scuffle of 
this sort would naturally vary; it is rather trivial to argue that the 
disciples would not have struck until the officers laid hands on Christ 
(against Hz), or that no time would have been given for the question 
and answer (against JW). (so) W holds that xat dgetAev . . . adtod 
is from Mk, as the healing is made unusually difficult; Mk has certainly 
influenced the phrasing. W1 contends that all of this verse (with v. 51) 
has been added, since v. 51a contains the answer to v. 49; this is too 
refined. (51) That Christ forbade further violence is wholly likely, 
but the appearance of the miracle in tradition was inevitable. taoOar 
is “‘Lukan.” 

(52-53) Lk supplements L’s account with an extract from Mk (Ls, 
cf JW). W limits the Markan material to &> . . . EbAwy in v. 52, but 
the situation in both verses is unnatural, and elmey xtA at the begin- 
ning of v. 52 marks the change of source. Cf exegetical notes. (52) 
napaylvecbat (despite its ‘““Lukan” character), dextepetc, and xpec- 
Botepot are from Mk v. 43, and Lk has added otoatynyot xtA from 
v. 4; this group is hardly possible but some responsible officials must 
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have been present, for Christ would not have spoken as He did to 
mere underlings (W). Mk’s ovAAaGetv we was needless. (53) The gen- 
itive absolute and ye” for Mk’s xpéc¢ are improvements. Lk generally 
avoids xpatetv and has been influenced by Mk v. 46 (cf above). The 
last clause has a Johannine sound and may be from L; Ls thinks it was 
introduced to avoid Mk’s abrupt change of subject but this reason is 
insufficient. 

Mk v. 50 was doubtless omitted through respect for the apostles. 
It has nothing to do with difference in the resurrection traditions 
(against Ls), for Mk does not imply that the apostles fled to Galilee 
(Mk v. 54, 16:7). xa6’ qudoay (v. 53), although “Lukan,” is from Mk. 


54-62. St. Peter’s denial. 

54. The officers, finally, proceeded to Christ’s arrest. There 
is nothing in Lk to indicate whether the high priest was Annas 
or Caiaphas (3:2). “Led” in v. 66 seems to distinguish his 
house from the place of the assembly of the Sanhedrin. A con- 
siderable interval is supposed to elapse (v. 59), during which 
Christ and His captors waited in the courtyard (cf on v. 61). 
The initial jyayov Kal elonyayor' is clumsy. 

55. Jerusalem nights at Passover time are often cold. mept- 
dmrew here only. cuveaOifew? only in Eph 2: 6. 

56. mpos 70 das, “turning towards the light,” a good Attic 
use. ‘This man also” is taken by W to mean, “this man, as 
well as some (unmentioned) disciple in the courtyard.” But 
this is artificial. Perhaps, “this man, as well as those who 
escaped,” or, still more simply, “this man, as well as Jesus,” with 
the implication “is guilty.” 

58. The second accuser addresses St. Peter directly. 

59. The third accusation is the most confident, forming a 
climax. The Galilean pronunciation was peculiar, although the 
precise dialectic differences are unknown. St. Peter is supposed 
to have spoken after his second denial. The third xat perhaps 
means “beside what the others have said.” 


v. 54. 10m xat etonyayoy 579 DO minn pl T lat (exc c) sy. 

v. 55. !Simple verb in WA al pl Ko. ? reptxaOtcavtwy in D t minn G lat (exc 
a) sy. i 

v. 57. After npvnoato Ti, Sd insert autoyv, against BNTL sa bo De x KIT minn 
QS it sy. 
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60. While the accusations grow more pointed, the denials 


grow less specific. 
61. Christ is supposed to have stood close enough to hear 


St. Peter’s words (against P). 

62. This verse is omitted by eab ffeil. As no reason for 
this omission appears, and as the exact agreement of the word- 
ing with Mt 26: 75 is highly suspicious, it is bracketed by WH 
and omitted by Wl and JW. Cf critical notes. 


(54-62) Cf Mk 14: 53 f, 66-72, Mt 26: 57 f, 69-75. 

The Lk-Mt contacts are:—In v. 54 5é¢, the imperfect tucdhotiee 
(Mk has the aorist, but Lk—Mt have conformed to the following im- 
perfect), the position of yaxpé0ev, and perhaps the omission of &x6 
(but Mt’s text is dubious). In v. 55 the genitive tH¢ adAns (quite dif- 
ferently used), and éxd0nto (hy cuvxcbquevoc, Mk). In v. 56 ratdeoxh 
(ula tHv natdtox@v, Mk), and the repetition of xa@qcbat (in different 
forms; Lk’s is from Mk v. 54). In v. 57 odx (ote, Mk). Inv. 59 the 
insertion of a subject with xe, as in the two preceding accusations 
(Mt v. 73). In v. 61 the genitive after (ix)euvhobn, and the order 
a&xaovnon we. Despite the number of these contacts, they are quite 
without significance. The very striking contact in v. 62 is consequently 
to be explained as due to textual interpolation of this verse. 

Again Lk differs too much from Mk to make “‘common omissions” 
a legitimate term. 

While it is evident that much of Lk is based on Mk, yet there are 
considerable differences between the two accounts. In particular, Lk 
tells the story of the denials as a whole, while Mk divides it into two 
parts, before and after the trial of Christ. Hz, WI refer this change to 
mere literary revision, an explanation that might be sufficient if this 
change stood alone. But it is bound up with Lk’s position of the trial 
after daybreak, too late for the cockcrow (v. 66, cf note on that verse), 
and Lk has a version of the mockery (vv. 63-65) that is independent 
of Mk’s. I. e., Lk has a continuous source here which is non-Markan. 
Such a source would scarcely have omitted the story of St. Peter’s de- 
nial, a story that could have stood only in Lk’s place for it. Note, 
moreover, in v. 61 the L terms xUoerog and otpagetc. 

(54) Ls refers the initial awkwardness to a mixture of Mk vv. 46 
and 53, but a mixture of Mk and Lis more likely. The words 6 8 . . 
paxedey are from Mk and unnecessary (W). &yewv is “Lukan” but 


v. 60. sysc omit ett . . . autou and there are numerous variations in its text; 
it would have been an easy gloss. 

v. 61. For Aoyou WH read pnuatoc; the evidence (BNTL minn pl X) is good, but 
conformation to Mk-Mt highly probable. After metv Ws adds yn (BY). 


ae he 
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probably stood in L, for Lk would hardly have introduced it before 
&xhyayoy on his own initiative. (55) There is a contact with Jn (18: 18) 
in the explicit mention of kindling the fire (JW), although nepieatetw 
is doubtless from Lk (cf on 8: 16). Lk’s phrasing of this verse is unlike 
Mk’s. (56) The words xaOfquevov . . . adc are from Mk and unnec- 
essary (W); Lk uses artevitery ten times in Acts. W thinks that 
odc% . . . matStoxf is also an addition and that L had simply zc; 
this may or may not be true, but the masculine &tego¢ in v. 58 is not 
an argument. Ls thinks Lk’s form of the servant’s words is a revision 
to avoid using “‘ Jesus,” but this is most inadequate. ty is ‘‘Lukan.” 
(57) In Mk the denials lead to a climax; W argues plausibly that Lk 
would scarcely have mutilated this climax without other authority. 
The introductory clause may be influenced by Mk, but a different 
wording was hardly possible. JW, Ls think that Lk has a better tradi- 
tion in omitting Mk’s xat g&mA@ev . . . xeoadAtov. (58) Lk and Mk 
have practically nothing in common. €&tepoc is “‘Lukan.”’ (so) Lk 
agrees with Mk only in xat y&e T'edtAatoc, which may or may not have 
stood in L (Wis dubious). @set is “Lukan.” 8ticyuvettecbat in Acts 
12:15 only; dtictdvat in 24:51, Acts 27: 28 only; Lk may be respon- 
sible for both verbs. (60) The final clause may be influenced by Mk 
(W), but a different wording was hardly possible. Otherwise there is 
little similarity between Lk and Mk. Cf v. 47; mapayejue is “Lukan.” 
(61) JW, Ls call the first clause “typically Lukan,” but it is really 
typical of L. L probably ended with Ilétew (or perhaps with xuptov), 
for all that follows is almost verbally identical with Mk. With L’s 
ending cf Jn 18: 27. &cis ‘“Lukan.” (62) This verse is almost certainly 
not genuine. If it is read, the Lk—Mt contact may be due to Isa 22: 4 
(W), or to oral tradition. 

The differences between Mk’s and L’s versions of this section are 
not very important; the milder form of the denial is characteristic of 
L as compared with Mk. For the wait before the trial cf on 66: 71; 
L’s tradition in this regard seems good. 

Inv. 54 W, JW find a reference to the hearing before Annas (Jn 18: 13, 


19-24). 


63-65. Mistreatment by the officers. 

Lk’s narrative (note the imperfects) gives the impression that 
the brutal sport went on during St. Peter’s presence. v. 64 in- 
dicates that the officers knew that Christ was thought to claim 
supernatural knowledge. 

v.64. After exnewtwy Sd prints a second autoy, against BTLMKII minn X. 


But this autoy is due to the expansion from Mt 26:67 that this verse has under- 
gone in most of the other MSS. 


3 36 eS Saye eon cal o 


(63-65) Cf Mk 14:65, Mt 26: 67-68. 

There is a noteworthy Lk—Mt contact in tig éotty 6 natoag ce. This 
would have been an easy addition for Lk and Mt to make independently 
(Ls), if it isnot due to oral tradition (W), or to primitive textual influence. 

Lk evidently is not based on Mk, for in Mk Christ is mocked by 
Sanhedrists after the trial. Ls, indeed, suggests that Lk attempted to 
fill up the interval between the arrest and the (daylight) session of the 
Sanhedrin, or that Lk thought such an interruption impossible after 
the trial, But neither of these arguments is convincing. éumatGew 
(v. 63) is an L word. dvip, cuvéyety, and &tepoc are “Lukan.” 

If any choice between L’s and Mk’s versions is to be made, it is easier 
to ascribe this brutality to servants than to Sanhedrists (JW). Ls 
notes that v. 64 is obscure; as the names of the officers were unknown 
to Christ and so the bandaging was unnecessary. This is rather refined, 
but Lk may well have introduced a reminiscence of Mk. 


66-71. The Trial. 

66. The events of vv. 54-65 occupied the night, and at day- 
light the Jews were ready to try the case. Lk uses suvédpiov 
here in its proper Greek sense of ‘‘assembly,” giving the San- 
hedrin the name mpeoBurépiov (cf Acts 22:5). That the San- 
hedrin is really implied is indubitable, for there was no other 
“assembly”? with judicial powers (against W, P). Cf critical 
notes. “Chief priests and scribes” is not a wholly accurate de- 
scription of this body (cf on 9: 22), but mpeoBurepor after mpec- 
Surépiov would have been pedantic. A much larger number of 
officials is meant than in v. 52 (against Ls). 

67a. In Lk nothing is told of the judicial procedure or of the 
officials, although the interrogation must of course have been 
put through a spokesman of some sort. The question shows 
that Christ was charged with making Messianic claims. It is 
couched in a receptive tone, which was (naturally) hypocritical. 

67+. This hypocrisy was at once attacked by Christ, but His 
reply is a virtual affirmative. 

68. A bare affirmative, however, would play into the hands 


v. 66. 157 has the remarkable reading to cuvedptov tou Anou meta TWY AOYLEpEWy 
AAt LOAUUATEWY ARLE AVNYAY OY AUTOY Ets THY cUYaYWY HY aUTwWY; an obvious attempt 
to ‘‘correct.” 

v. 68. After aroxerOnte Ws adds wor, against BxT 33 L bo minn a, and n exo- 
Avonte, against BNTL 579 sa bo @1 157 minn. But both would have been easy 
glosses, and the second is undignified. 
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of the Sanhedrin; their question was ambiguous, for “Messiah” 
had many meanings. And it was purposely ambiguous; if asked 
to define their terms more closely, the Sanhedrists would refuse 
an answer. So Hz, Ls, JW. W renders, “if I ask you why I 
was arrested,” but this gives much the same force. Christ knew 
that His enemies would pervert an admission of Messiahship 
into a political charge. 

69. The possibility of such a perversion was forestalled by 
an unambiguous definition of the sense in which Messiahship 
was claimed; Christ identified Himself with the purely eschato- 
logical “Son of Man.” As celestial Messiah, He would wait on 
God’s right hand until the time of His manifestation. And His 
elevation to this place would come immediately (azo Tod viv) 
as a result of His impending death. “I am Messiah. I know I 
must die today, but through death I shall be exalted with God 
as Son of Man.” 

The wording is a simple combination of Ps 110:1 and Dnl 
7:13. The Christology is very primitive and Palestinian, and 
Lk must have interpreted it in the light of his conception of the 
following verse. 

70. Christ’s declaration caused a general outburst. But the 
case against Him was still technically incomplete; however ob- 
vious His meaning, He had spoken in the third person and had 
not yet identified Himself with this Son of Man. Hence the 
question, which is simply “Art thou this Messiah?”’, or, per- 
haps, ‘“‘Art thou he who is to be this Messiah?” (W, JW). But 
to Lk “Son of God” had metaphysical implications, and he 
would have understood “Dost thou claim divinity ?” 

Christ’s reply can be understood only as an affirmative. 
Since Greek (like Aramaic) had no interrogative particle, the 
question could be taken also as a declarative statement and so 
ratified with Aéyere, “you have spoken the truth” (W is in- 
clined to render 67¢ by “because,” which makes excellent sense). 
Yet this method of affirmation was not common, and JW finds 
in it a certain reserve, “I accept the fact but not all the impli- 
cations you may have in mind.” 

' 71, Christ’s words were not a confession of a crime; they 
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were the crime itself. All the Sanhedrists were consequently 
witnesses, so that further proceedings were needless. That 
Christ could justify a claim to celestial Messiahship of course 
occurred to nobody. 


(66-71) Cf Mk 14: 55-64, Mt 26: 59-66. 

The Lk—-Mt contacts are:—In v. 67 (Mt v. 63) ef and etxdv quiv 
(tva Huty etans, Mt), very differently used; cf also toS Axod here and 
in Mt 27:1. Inv. 69 (Mt v. 64) dd tod viv (Kx Zot, Mt). In v. 70 
(Mt v. 64) duets A€yete (cd elmac, Mt). These last two contacts are 
important, all the more because of the variations in their Greek phras- 
ing; cf below. But Lk has little resemblance to Mk. 

(66) This verse is not like anything in Mk’s trial scene, but it is rather 
similar to Mk 15:1. Yet the resemblance is doubtless accidental, for 
Mk 15:1 is paralleled by Lk 23: 1 and Lk certainly would not have 
used this Markan verse twice. So Lk’s &c éyéveto fuéox must be due 
to his source (apart from the “‘Lukan” @¢) and not to Mk’s xputf. 
The remainder of this verse agrees with Mk 15:1 only because a de- 
scription of the Sanhedrin could not be phrased differently, although 
Lk may have expanded some such phrase in his source as ouyvnxOy td 
ouvédetov (cf JW and the exegetical note). Aadg is “Lukan.” 

(67a) To derive this sentence from Mk is a hopeless task. For in- 
stance, Ls argues that Lk omitted Mk’s mention of the high priest be- 
cause of uncertainty as to his name, while Hz thinks that the saying 
about the Temple is omitted because Lk intended to give this in Acts 
6:13f. Neither argument requires comment. K thinks the text is 
defective. (67-68) In Mk Christ treats the Sanhedrin with contemp- 
tuous silence, yet Ls argues that Lk aims to give Christ independence 
with regard to this body; the reverse is true. Hz, Ls claim that Lk 
is based on Jer 38:15, but the resemblance is very slight and the verse 
in Jeremiah too obscure for such influence. Moreover, while the say- 
ing is too indirectly and obscurely worded to be Lk’s work, it cor- 
responds entirely to the situation. épwray is ‘‘Lukan.” 

(69) Lk would not have weakened Mk’s version into this passive 
sessio ad dextram. Hz, Ls argue that Lk omitted Mk’s 8ecbe because 
in Lk’s day Christ’s judges were dead, but Lk believed that dead and 
living alike would behold the returning Christ; 3pece does not appear 
because Christ’s return is not described. (7o) Again Lk is inexplicable 
as a revision of Mk; note the contrast of his indirect duets Aéyete to 
Mk’s round éye etut. W thinks that the source had simply ducts 
Aégyete, and that Lk explained the unusual affirmative by adding &re 
éy etut. This is very probable; the omission of these last three words 
clarifies exceedingly. And it is at least conceivable that the source had 
éOednou in place of O00, the change being a mistaken attempt of 


XXII, 66-71 339 


Lk’s to heighten the climax. (71) W, Ls think that tf. . . yoetay is 
from Mk; the clause is needless. W1 holds that Lk omitted Mk’s men- 
tion of “blasphemy” because he knew that a claim to be Messiah was 
not “blasphemy” in Jewish law. But, apart from the more than dubi- 
ous question of legal fact, this presupposes that Lk knew Jewish tech- 
nicalities better than Mk. And to Lk a false claim to be ‘‘Son of God” 
would be “‘blasphemy” of the most extreme sort. 

Lk’s narrative, consequently, cannot be understood as a revision of 
Mk, although it doubtless contains reminiscences of Mk. The accuracy 
with which Jewish thought is reproduced points to L, as does the use 
of dxd tod voy in v. 69, a supposition that is confirmed by the continuity 
of this section with what precedes and follows. There appears also to 
be a Jn contact between vv. 66 f and Jn 10: 24 f. 

A comparison of L with Mk here raises a number of intricate ques- 
tions, which are discussed at length in The American Journal of Theol- 
ogy, Xix, 430-452 (1915). For present purposes it may be assumed that 
Mk’s narrative is, on the whole, fairly accurate. L was interested only 
in Christ’s words, so that his account is very compressed in comparison 
with Mk’s. 

But the tradition of Christ’s words in L appears to be excellent. The 
unwillingness to give a direct “‘yes” or ‘‘no” under the circumstances, 
the submission to death with the conviction that God would fulfil the 
prophecies in spite of (or because of) His fate, and the final acceptance 
of the Messianic claim only when flung at Him by His enemies,—none 
of this corresponds to the creative tendencies of the later church (cf 
especially JW). Indeed, Mk’s narrative can be most readily understood 
as a revision of L’s, which made the affirmation unambiguous, brought 
out all the eschatological implications in ‘‘Son of Man,” and attacked 
the Sanhedrists with 8ecbe. 

This explanation clears up the difficulties in Mt’s version also. Mt 
still had access to a good (oral) tradition of Christ’s words at His trial; 
such words would be retained with particular tenacity. Hence Mt’s 
contacts with Lk in od simacg and dx’ &ott. But Mt combined the lat- 
ter phrase with Mk’s wording, so producing the peculiarly incompre- 
hensible mixture dx’ ott Shecfe . . . xabquevov. Cf JW, Ls. 

If a reconstruction of the events of Christ’s last night is to be at- 
tempted, the following scheme seems to offer the fewest difficulties:— 
After the arrest, Christ was taken before Annas for a short informal 
examination, and was then brought before the Sanhedrin at daybreak. 
L thought the first examination unimportant; it is related only by Jn 
(doubtless with didactic modifications). Mk knew that there were two 
hearings and he knew what went on before the Sanhedrin, but he 
attached the latter account to the wrong hearing. Mt simply followed 
Mk. Cf especially JW. 
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CHAPTER XXIII 


1-5. Proceedings before Pilate. 

1. The results of 22: 66-71 convinced the Sanhedrin that 
they had evidence enough to lay before Pilate in support of a 
capital charge. To be sure, the Messianic claim as made by 
Christ was scarcely a crime under Roman law, but any claim 
to Messiahship could be construed as having political implica- 
tions. Christ’s disclaimer of such implications could be (and 
was) ignored. 

In “the whole company !” Lk probably saw a proof of the 
Sanhedrists’ malevolence. But their appearance might be con- 
strued simply as that of witnesses, for they had all heard Christ’s 
claim. 

2. The Roman procedure in provincial criminal trials is un- 
certain, but the formal prosecution could have been conducted 
only by a small committee of the Sanhedrin (vy. 10, 13). But 
Lk is not concerned with the technicalities. 

The indictment must have been presented in writing. Its 
three specifications charge very serious offences. The first may 
have been based on disorders that were actually caused here 
and there by Christ’s teaching; cf Acts 24:5. Ssactpépew 
must mean “pervert from order,” or “pervert from: Roman 
allegiance.” The second count was untrue! (20: 25), cf critical 
notes. The third was based on 22: 69 f; “king” explains “ Mes- 
siah”’ for Pilate. 

The printed texts should read Xpiotov, “Christ,” and not 
xpiordv, “anointed” (against W); cf on 2:11. “Began” has no 
especial point (against P). 

3. Pilate treated the third count as inclusive of the other 


v. 1. !D edits, avactavtes nyayov autoy xtA. 

v. 2. According to Epiphanius (Sch. 60 f [316 f, 346]), Marcion read here xat 
AAXTAAVOVTA TOV VOLLOY XL TOUS TOOPyTAaGy Which appears in af it in the form “sol- 
uentem legem nostram et soluentem prophetas” (also in vg MSS). Marcion had 
also xat amootPEPOYTA TAS YUVALKaG xat Te tTexva, Which appears to be preserved 
at the end of v. 5 by af c ‘‘et filios nostros et uxores auertit a nobis.”” These codices 
continue “‘non enim baptizantur sicut et (om c) nos,’’ while af adds “‘nec se mun- 
dant.” !D omits it. 
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two, and asked Christ to plead to it. As Messiahship included 
kingship in some sense, simple denial was impossible, especially 
after 22:69 f. On the other hand, a simple affirmation would 
have expressed too much. Hence “thou sayest”’; the fact is 
admitted, but not all its implications. 

4, Pilate announces (unofficially) that the prosecution seems 
to him unfounded; a declaration that is most surprising after 
Christ’s admission. Cf critical notes. aitvov is “cause for ac- 
cusation.”’ Lk may have understood, ‘Even though this man 
claims to be a king, he is of no danger to the state.” 

The “crowds” appear without preparation, but Lk doubt- 
less takes the publicity of the trial for granted. 

5. The Sanhedrists (not “the crowds”) persisted; the dis- 
turbances caused by Christ’s teaching showed that He was not 
harmless. “Judea” = “Palestine,” as usual. davacelew in Mk 
15:11 only; éwcXvewv! only here. 


(1-5) Cf Mk 15: 1-5, Mt 27: 1-2, 11-14. 

The only Lk—Mt contacts are in v. 3, Aéywy and %gy. Outside of 
v. 3 Lk and Mk are quite different. Lk is based on L; note Goyecbar 
in vv. 2, 5 and the Jn contact (Jn 18: 38, 19: 4) in v. 4. 

(1) &vactés and é&yety are ‘“Lukan.”’ And Lk may be responsible 
for bringing the whole Sanhedrin before Pilate; he is fond of both 
&xas and cAq90¢. L may have had no subject. (2) Hz, WI argue that 
the specification of the charges is due to Lk, who had in mind the accu- 
sations brought against Christians (Acts 24:5). This theory has im- 
portance only as regards the second charge; its obvious untruth Hz 
thinks is the reason that made it appeal to Lk. The question must be 
left open, although the editor here was L, not Lk. todtoy is “Lukan.” 
(3) From Mk, breaking the context badly and rendering v. 4 almost 
incomprehensible. L gave simply the charges (v. 2) and Pilate’s ver- 
dict (v. 4), the latter’s investigation of the charges being taken for 
granted. égpwray is “Lukan.” (4) Lk (L?) naturally realized the po- 
litical importance of Pilate’s words, but this does not prove that he 
invented them (against Hz). And, at the most, L simply states ex- 
plicitly what Mk implies. Cf Jn 18:38. xat tod SxAoug may be a 
gloss (W); it confuses the subject in the next verse. (5) W (somewhat 
needlessly) brackets xa6’ ...’Ioudalac. adc is ““Lukan.” The slight 
resemblance to Mk 15: 11 is probably without significance. 

Apart from the second charge in v. 2 there is no special difference 


v. 5. Cf above. 1 evtcxvov in D 69 157 H; emayuvoy in L; “they cried” in sy. 
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between L’s and Mk’s accounts of this scene. And this second charge 
may actually have been made, for Christ’s disclaimer in 20: 25 may 
not have satisfied the Sanhedrists; over-enthusiastic disciples could 
easily have existed who brought Christ under suspicion. 


6-12. Christ before Antipas. 

6-7. The mention of Galilee suggested to Pilate that Herod 
might be able to throw some light on the obscurities of the 
case. But Pilate was bound to conclude the trial, for Christ 
was charged with offences committed under Roman jurisdiction; 
that Christ was a Galilean would not free Him from the Roman 
courts. So avémreuyev cannot mean “sent back to the proper 
authority” (against W, P); Pilate simply “referred” the case 
to Herod for information and advice. Contrast vv. 11, 15. (Lk 
certainly knew the Roman criminal procedure.) Herod was 
doubtless in Jerusalem to attend the Passover. 

8. Cf 9:09. Herod’s eagerness came only from curiosity. 

9. Note the imperfects. ‘xavois is probably meant to be de- 
preciatory, “‘all sorts of words” (W). To the questions of such 
a man Christ naturally paid no attention. 

10. Note how the prosecutors are distinguished from the rest 
of the Sanhedrin (contrast v. 1). Pilate sent them with Christ, 
for otherwise Herod would not have known the nature of the 
charges (against Ls). 

11. The prosecutors are credited to the point of believing that 
Christ had made royal claims of some sort, but Herod treats 
these as too ridiculous to be worthy of a magistrate’s attention. 
He expressed his opinion by arraying the prisoner in robes of 
mock royalty; Xap“mpds may indicate any brilliant color, but 
here is probably scarlet. otpatevuara is loosely used; in place 


v. 6. WH bracket the article before av8ewros (om B* al). 

v. 7. Ws prints the article before HoewSny (BTO minn); D has tw Howdy. 

v. 8. Ti, WH, Ws all print txavwv yoovwy, with BxT 33 L 579 sa D@ 157 minnc. 
Sd reads txavov, with YAAATR minn, while WM minn XH lat sy bo add xo0- 
you. The problem appears insoluble. 

v.Q. syc emphasizes by adding ‘‘as if he were not there” at the end. 

vv. 10-12. These verses are omitted in sys, and WI thinks them a later addition. 
He notes that these verses agree badly with v. 15, but this is probably the very 
reason that led sys to omit them. 

v.11. Ti, WHm, Sd print x«e before o Howdns, with NTL al Ferr minn; the 
insertion is “‘harder.” 
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of “armies” it can designate only the soldiers of Herod’s body- 
guard. 


12. Pilate’s courtesy led to the reconciliation of a quarrel 
which Lk mentions here for the first time. Speculation as to 
its nature is useless. 


(6-12) Peculiar to Lk. 

From L; note the special Jerusalem tradition, and the use of éuxat- 
Gew in v.11. Cfalsoong:9. The “Lukan” terms are the use of tugpa 
(v. 7), txevég (vv. 8 f), and ofy (v. 11). edtévwsg (v. 10) is doubtless 
also from Lk (Acts 18: 28 only). 

As the story tells of the acquittal of Christ by a Jewish dignitary as 
well as by Pilate, it must have had apologetic value to Lk. But if the 
incident had been invented, Christ’s acquittal would have been made 
much less unambiguous and undignified (against Wl). On the other 
hand, Antipas is made to act in entire conformity to his known char- 
acter, something in which later tradition would have had no interest 
(JW); Hz recognizes that the story is built up out of older material. 

Ls, however, finds the source of the section in a version created 
to relieve the Romans from responsibility for Christ’s death, a story 
developed more explicitly in the Gospel of Peter. But this hypothesis 
reverses the facts; Herod could never have been made responsible for 
Christ’s death unless he had played some actual part in the Passion. 
The very archaic verse Acts 4: 27 probably corroborates L’s accuracy; 
its harsher verdict on Herod is due to conformation to prophecy. 

The only suspicious incident is the mockery by Herod’s soldiers in 
v. 11, for it seems strangely like the similar mockery in Mk 15: 17-19. 
A transfer of such a detail would have been extremely easy, but W, 
JW defend Lk’s text as it stands. 


13-25. The condemnation. 

13. It is curious to find the “people!” included in Pilate’s 
summons at the resumption of the trial; cf critical notes. 

14. Pilate sums up the case as it had developed thus far. He 
now treats the first count of the indictment as the only one of 
importance and states that he regards it as unproved. Yet 
some truth in the third count appears to be assumed; Christ 
had certainly made quasi-regal claims. But no treasonable re- 
sult had appeared. The object of “examined” may be the wit- 

v. 12. D paraphrases rather freely. 


v. 13. ! The reading apyovtag tou Axou (minn sa a b f 1) is very tempting; q 
omits xat tov Aqoy. 
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nesses (rather than Christ), who had failed to disclose any attack 
on the imperial authority in their public examination (év@zvov 
budv), adv here is very awkward after v. 13. a/Tvov as in v. 4. 

15a. Herod likewise had failed to add anything to the prose- 
cutors’ case. The text of the second clause is in hopeless con- 
fusion; the best sense is given by the Syriac, “for I sent him 
to him,” and this reading can be understood as the source of 
the others (WI). 

15-16. But, after all, the fact of Christ’s claims remained. 
These were doubtless criminal, but Pilate thought that scourg- 
ing would be a sufficient punishment. av7@! in v. 15 seems to 
be the only New Testament instance of a true dative of agent. 

18. The Sanhedrists (including the people?) refused to yield; 
they demanded the death sentence, to which they were techni- 
cally entitled. Instead of Christ’s release they (the Sanhedrists ?) 
clamored for the release of Barabbas, a sufficiently puzzling re- 
quest, as Pilate had not proposed Christ’s discharge as a favor. 
The verse is confused and the abrupt introduction of Barabbas 
very unskilful. Cf critical notes. 

mavidn Get here only. 

19. The omitted description of Barabbas is inserted here. Like 
Christ, he was charged with treason, but in his case there had 
been actual insurrection and bloodshed. As he was still in 
prison, he had not yet been tried. Note the periphrasis, although 
W takes 7 and the participle! separately. 

20-21. A second appeal only provokes a demand for the death 
penalty in its most extreme form. Note mpocedavynoar .. . 
émrepovour 1 

v. 14, At the end Sd omits xat before autou, against BWI YA al pl X; D omits 
@y . .. gutou and alters slightly. 

v. 15a. Cf averneuta yao uuas meog autoy in WYAD al pl Ko latt vg. The 
editors all print aveneptbey yao autoy neo ques, with BNTL sa bo @MKII minn 
f. There are other variants. 

v. 150. !D Ferr N 157 I’ minn pl X c prefix ey. 

v. 17. Sd inserts this verse in brackets, against BTL sa bo AKIT minn a; D sysc 
place it after v. 19. It is a gloss from Mk-—Mt. 

v. 18. lanaveAnet in T. 

v. 19, 1* omits the participle. 

v. 20. Ti omits autotc, against BNTL sa bo 157 minn a sy; D has autoug; 570 


has epwvyoey wutous. 
vy. 21.1D has exeagay. 
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22-23. A third appeal exhausts the efforts of Pilate, who has 
been represented as acting with dignity and forbearance through- 
out. Christ was technically guilty, the prosecutors insisted on 
the strict application of the law, and provincial governors had 
no pardoning power. 


24. The Jews’ (Sanhedrists’ ?) sole responsibility is emphasized 
once more. 


25. The final scene in the tragedy is related in language of 
liturgical solemnity. émuxpivev here only. 


(13-16) Peculiar to Lk. 

From L, continuing the preceding section. The ‘“Lukan” terms are 
Aads (vv. 13f), évdmov (v. 14), and xoedacew (v. 15). In v. 14 xat 
tov Aady is certainly an addition of Lk’s, which confuses the subject 
badly in the following verses (cf exegetical and textual notes). It is 
doubtless a reminiscence of Mk 15: 11. Cf on v. 4 (W). 

(18-25) Cf Mk 15: 6-15, Mt 27: 15-26. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In y. 20 (Mt vv. 21 f) the addition to 
Mk of 6éAetvy (Mk’s text is uncertain), &xoAtetv, and *Iysody, all 
natural and very differently used by Lk and Mt. In v. 21 déyew. 
In v. 22 the order xaxbv éxotncev. In v. 23 the aorist passive of 
otavpody. Inv. 25 the order tby 3& "Inoodv napédwxev. None of this 
has significance. 

L must have related the final condemnation of Christ, but in Lk 
much is obviously based on Mk; W, in fact, reduces the L material to 
portions of vv. 23-25. Note the contact between vv. 16, 22 and Jn 
19: 1-4. 

(18-19) The mention of Barabbas is an addition from Mk, which 
confuses the verse very badly (W); in Mk Pilate appeals from the 
Sanhedrists to the people. todtoy is ‘‘Lukan.” v. 19 is simply a para- 
phrase of Mk v. 7; W thinks that ‘‘in the city” is deduced from the 
people’s interest. (20-21) v. 21 is evidently based on Mk; éxtgwvetv 
elsewhere only in Acts (three times). Hence v. 20 is likewise in all 
probability from Mk (so usually); L seems not to have contained 
Pilate’s triple appeal. (22) Partly from Mk v. 14, partly a repetition 
of v. 16. The climax in Mk is heightened and the whole made more 
literary. (23) The sudden divergence from Mk is doubtless due to a 
return to L (W). For énmetcOat cf 5:1; for xatioyber cf 21: 36. 
(24) Not at all like Mk. Ls suggests that the original read “judged 


v. 23. B prefers the active otavpwoat (so WHm). 5 
v. 25. Before guAaxny Sd prints the article, against BxTiD® al pl; W 579 syc 
have ev tH puAany. 
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him to be worthy of death,” and this is conceivable. (25) From Mk, 
with Lukan expansion; L was complete with v. 24. 


26-32. The way to Calvary. 

26. W insists that the subject of “led away!” is “the Jews,” 
supplied from the preceding “their.” But this is too rigid; vv. 
36, 47 show that soldiers are meant. The verb is consequently 
impersonal. Romans executed capital sentences immediately. 

The procedure in crucifixion is not wholly certain, and it un- 
questionably was not always uniform. Hence discussions as to 
exact details in this section are unprofitable. Even what is 
meant by “cross” in this verse is not clear; an entire cross with 
cross-beam would have been almost a prohibitive load, and the 
cross-beam alone may be meant. 

Commentators usually note that Simon, as a foreigner, would 
have had less redress than a Jerusalemite, but this may not be 
relevant. a7’ aypov, “from the field,” may mean “from work,” 
but this is not necessary (cf Mk 16:12). 

27. The sympathy of the women is probably predicated of the 
people also (W, Hz, Ls); cf vv. 35, 48 in contrast to v. 14. 

28. “Christ is not rebuking mere sentimentality or sympa- 
thetic emotion, as if the meaning were that they ought to lament 
their own sin rather than His sufferings. ... They are not 
wrong in weeping for Him: nevertheless there is something else 
for which they may weep with far greater reason” (P). 

29. Motherhood, the greatest blessing, will prove the greatest 
curse in the tribulation to come (Hz). Cf Isa 54:1. Of course 
something far wider than the siege of Jerusalem is contemplated. 

30. Hosea 10:8. The prayer here is for destruction, as in 
Hosea; not for concealment, as in Rev 6:16. Bouvds in 3:5 
(LXX) only. 

31. Cf Prov 11:31, Ezk 20:47. “If I must suffer this, how 
much more this guilty nation!” “They do” is impersonal. 


v. 26. 1 amnyoyv in B (WHm). 

Vv. 27. ‘Yuvatxos in Sd’s apparatus is a slip for yuvatxec; to his authorities (D 
1071 cfr sy) add sa bo. 

v. 28. Ti, WH omit the article before Incouc, with Bx*L. 

v. 29. Sd non mg has the order yucpat epyovtat, with SCTi sa minn X. 

v. 31. Ti, WHn, Sd have the article before vypw, against BCT. 
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$2. “Malefactors” cannot be meant to include Christ; the 
aii is loosely used. These men may or may not have been com- 
panions of Barabbas. 


(26-32) Lk passed over Mk’s account of the mockery (Mk 15: 16- 
20), probably because the essentials were given in vv. 11, 36 f. vv. 36f 
show that Lk was not moved by any particular desire to spare the 
Romans (against JW, K). 

(26) Cf Mk 15: 21, Mt 27: 32. 

Lk and Mt agree only in omitting Mk’s xapéyovta (superfluous) and 
his “the father of Alexander and Rufus” (persons doubtless known to 
Mk’s readers but not to Mt’s or Lk’s). 

> and émAcuSdvecbar are “Lukan.” éxéOnxav abt is a stylistic 
improvement, and the final clause is influenced by 9: 23 and 14: 27 
(W1, JW). W (cf Ls) thinks that the first four words of the verse are 
from L and that they depicted the Sanhedrists as crucifying Christ; 
Ls compares the Gospel of Peter. To avoid conflicting with v. 32 (also 
from L) W holds that in L the Romans crucified the thieves and then 
(vv. 36 f) joined with the Sanhedrists in mocking Christ. But this is 
much too complicated; cf exegetical note. 

(27-31) Peculiar to Lk. 

From L; cf otpagets (v. 28), Boxecbat (v. 30), xAatery (v. 28; for 
the use of éxf cf on 19: 41), and the LXX coloring of the whole. v. 27 
suggests Zec 12: 10 f, especially in the LXX (xat émBréWovrat meds ws 
av0’ Gy xatwexetsovto, xat xdtoytat ém’ advév), and Hz, Ls find the 
source of the verse in the prophecy. But some foundation in fact for 
the incident would seem to be inevitable; it is hypercritical to argue 
that women would not have lamented on a feast day (against Hz), or 
that Christ could not have had enough strength to speak to them 
(against Ls). adc is ‘Lukan,” but here is almost certainly from L; cf 
Ve Sisk 

is notes that the saying in vv. 28-31 is perfectly adapted to the 
situation, even if later tradition has been at work. But the deprecation 
in v. 28 and the inclusion of Christ with the people in v. 31 (noted by 
WI as curious) are most easily understood as actual utterances of 
Christ. 

(32) Cf Mk v. 27, Mt v. 38. Lk has nothing in common with either, 
and his place for the verse is entirely different. Hence it must be 
based on L, although &yew, étego0g and ov are “Lukan.” 


33-38. The Crucifixion. 


vy. 32. WH, Ws prefer the order xaxoupyot duo, with Bx sa bo. 1 Om sy; af sys 
omit etepot. 
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33. The name “Skull” can hardly be derived from anything 
but the shape of the “place,” which consequently must have 
been a hillock; the discussions as to its site are interminable and 
inconclusive. Lk does not relate the details of crucifixion, which 
were familiar to his readers. 

34a. The evidence for the omission of this saying (BN°W sa 
bo D® minn a b sys) seems to be conclusive; WH double- 
bracket, W omits. Its author presumably meant “them” to 
refer to all responsible for the crucifixion, soldiers as well as 
hierarchs. 

345. The garments of criminals were the perquisites of the 
executioner. Lk of course thought of Ps 22: 18. 

35. Gewpev should be rendered by “staring”; the correspon- 
dence with Ps 22:7, 17 and the Ka/i before ot dpyovres (“the 
rulers also”’) shows that Lk conceived the peoples’ gaze to be 
one of mockery.? But cf critical note. The hierarchs, however, 
are not content with silence (Ps 22: 7). “This man, who wrought 
such boasted gifts of healing in the past, has lost his power; 
hence he is not Messiah.” It is artificial to take “saved” as 
“offered Messianic salvation” (against Ls). é«AexTds? of the 
Messiah here only in the Synoptists, but cf ékAeAnyuevos ing : 35. 

36. The soldiers joined in the mockery. If, as is probable, 
Lk thought of Ps 69: 21 here, he must have conceived of the 
é£0s as actual vinegar and undrinkable; with it the soldiers tor- 
tured Christ’s thirst.t But cf critical note. 

37. Here “king” must mean “Messiah,” for only a “king” 
with miraculous powers could save himself under such circum- 
stances. Lk did not reflect on the strangeness of such a use of 
the title by Roman soldiers. 

v. 33. For the first verb Ti, Sd read amnAOov, against BNCY 33 TiL sa bo DO 
157 Qminn lat sy, which have the simple verb. But the compound is much “harder.” 
579 has etondOoy. 

v. 34. WH, Sdm have the singular xAxeoy, asin Mk—Mt, against © 33 @1 NA 
minn X latt vg. 

v. 35. 1Om Ti, with & 1 a c; sys has “and the rulers also with them”; the other 
lat and sy read “and the rulers mocked.” ? D, in fact, transfers the mockery to the 
people, reading xat etatyxet 0 Acos opwy. euuxtyettoy de autov xa eAevay autw. 
§Om 3 af; 157 has utos. 


v. 36. Sd has the imperfect everatGoy, against BRLTi. 1sysc omit this detail. 
v. 37. Dc sysc tell here of the crown of thorns. 
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38. Still another element in the mockery («al1) was the word- 
ing of the “title.” But this verse is something of an anti-climax. 


Vv. 


(33-38) Cf Mk 15: 22-32, Mt 27: 33-43. 

The Lk-Mt contacts are:-—In v. 33 éA6etv for Mk’s gépetv (addy), 
and the aorist of ctavpodv for Mk’s present. In v. 35 (Mt v. 4o) et 
and tod @e0d (very differently used). In v. 38 (Mt v. 37) éxt adto 
(éxdven tH¢ xepaAys adtod, Mt), and odtoc. These are all insignificant. 

The only common omission of importance is the fixing of the hour 
in Mk v. 25; this verse breaks the context in Mk and may be a later 
insertion (JW, Ls). In minor matters Lk differs too much from Mk to 
make “‘common omissions”’ a legitimate term. In fact, this variation 
is especially noticeable in the order:— 

Lk vv. 33¢ 33) 33¢ 34 35 38 

ME vv. 22 240 27 24b 31 { 26. 
L’s version can be seen clearly enough, despite Lk’s additions from 
Mk, although it should be noted that the L terms éxf with téxo¢ (v. 
33, cf on 19:5) and &uraltew (v. 36) have parallels in Mk. 

(33) Despite the similarity of Lk to Mk, there may be remimscences 
of L here (W), for L must have had something in this place and no two 
accounts could differ much. Calvary, moreover, is mentioned as a 
familiar place (toy témov); contrast Mt. And this is Lk’s only instance 
of dototeptc; in Acts 21:3 he uses edeéyunocs (cf Mk here). v. 32 is 
responsible for describing the crucifixion of the malefactors at this 
point. xaAobmevoc is “Lukan.” (34) The agreement with Mk may be due 
only to the common influence of the LXX, but W thinks Lk has drawn 
this verse from Mk; if it is omitted the connection is perhaps clearer. 

(35) Lk’s fondness for 8 x«f seems to have changed L’s meaning; 
if xaf is omitted, the mockery of the hierarchs is contrasted with the 
silent bewilderment of the people (W, Ls). Cf onv. 13. Aadc is doubt- 
less from L. And for the Messianic title cf 9:35 (L). L’s agreement 
with Mk in &AAous xtA is only what would be inevitable in any two 
versions. (36) Literary derivation of this verse from Mk v. 36 is out 
of the question and Lk has L here. It is possible, however, that this 
statement may be a modification of Mk v. 36 in oral tradition under 
the influence of Ps 69. If it is historic the 6§0¢ must have been the 
diluted sour wine (posca) drunk by the soldiers; actual vinegar nat- 
urally would not have been at hand. 

(37) Cf exegetical note. The verse is doubtless from Mk, with tév 
*Tovdatwy in place of *IcpamA (W, Ls). But Ls’s persistent misuse of 
the Gospel of Peter makes him argue that the soldiers were Jewish fol- 


38. Sd revives the insertion of yeapwacty ehAnyinots xat pwuatxors xat 


eBeatxots (cf Jn 19: 20), against BxeC*L 579 sa bo a sysc. 1Om A sa minn latt 


sysj. 
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lowers of Antipas. (38) The poor climax suggests that Lk added this 
verse from Mk (W). Ls compares the Gospel of Peter, v. 11, odt4s 
éotwy 6 BactAeds tod *IopahA, “this is the king of Israel,” but the rel- 
evancy is not obvious. 


39-43. The penitent malefactor. 

39. Even one of Christ’s fellow sufferers joined in the mock- 
ery. Braodnpety as in 22: 65; the imperfect is probably incep- 
tive, “began to blaspheme.” 

40. “We are about to die the same death as he, and so are 
about to face the same judge.” 

41. As v. 42 shows that the speaker accepted Christ’s Mes- 
sianic claim, “has done nothing amiss!” must mean “is dying 
for claims that are true.”’ “He is not a criminal” is inadequate. 

42. The man pleads for the Messiah’s pardon in the Messianic 
judgment.! He certainly (not “probably,” as in P) believed 
that Christ would raise him from the dead. 

43. The prayer is more than granted.! The malefactor’s hap- 
piness would not be postponed until the resurrection, but would 
begin at once in paradise. Cf 16:22. Christ’s power extends 
over the intermediate state as well as the final Kingdom. 

This section has nothing to do with the Gentile mission 
(against Hz, Ls). 


(39-43) Peculiar to Lk, except for the partial parallel to v. 39 in 
Mk 15: 320, Mt 27: 44. 

Lk is from L; cf dmoAauBdvery (v. 41), wvnobAvat (v. 42), duty (Vv. 
43), and the similarity of the eschatology to that of 16:22. &tepog 
(v. 40) and the attracted dv and redccetv (v. 41) are “Lukan.” 

It is difficult to argue for much historic basis in this section. In par- 
ticular, Mk’s version (Mk rs: 32) contradicts it, while the malefactor’s 
acceptance of Christ’s claims (v. 42) is very difficult to explain. P, in- 
deed, argues that the conversation “‘would not be heard by many,” 
but this is not quite the question. The real problem is the transmission 


v. 39. After autoy Sd inserts Acywy, against BL 1. D af close with autov. 

v. 41. 1D lat have rovypoy. 

v. 42. lev ty BaotAet% cov is certainly right; ets thy BactAetay cov (WH non 
mg, Ws, with BL lat [exc a b q)) is “‘ Christianized.” D’s ev ty nuepa tys eAevcews 
cov is correct interpretation. 

v. 43. Sd non mg prefers the order Acyw cot, against BC*LTi. 1D heightens by 
substituting OQaecet for any Acyw cot. c has the homiletic insertion of “credis”’ 
before ‘‘amen,” 


“hel 
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of such a precious saying to Lk, while Mk remained ignorant of it. And 
the didactic motive is obvious. 


As regards the theology, JW claims that v. 43 ignores the Parousia. 
But this is untrue; Jewish thought felt no difficulty in assigning inter- 
mediate as well as final happiness to the blessed. But Ls may be right 


in saying that v. 43 contains no reference to the descensus ad inferos 
in such a form as in r Pet 4: 1-6. 


44-49, Christ’s death. 

44-45. The events since daybreak (22:66) had filled up all 
the time until noon. W thinks that 76! (“already,” not “now”) 
connects closely with v. 44; Christ’s promise was confirmed by 
the darkness and the rending of the Temple veil. By yjv Lk 
doubtless meant “earth” (so usually), while é«AumrévTos? would 
make his readers think of a solar eclipse. “The” Temple veil 
hung in front of the Holy of Holies; according to Jewish tradi- 
tion the Temple had thirteen veils in all. Lk gives no hint of 
any symbolic meaning of this portent. 

46. The ninth hour is certainly to be understood as the time 
of Christ’s death. The quotation is from Ps 31: 5. P, Z render 
“hesaid, crying with aloud voice,” but 6wvjcas is probably to be 
taken separately, ‘when he had cried with a loud voice, he said.” 

47. “What was done!” is vague; W refers it to v. 44, Z to 
v. 46. Too much stress should not be laid on “glorified? God” 
(against Ls, who translates “he was converted’’). 

48, The paronomasia Jewpiay . . . Oewpyjcavres! may per- 
haps be kept in some such translation as, “the crowds that went 
out as to a show were shown God’s wrath.” They returned 
home in terror?; W notes the imperfect, “one by one.3” 


vv. 44-45. 1Sd brackets; it is read by BC*LTi minn bo. WC: ¥ 33 sa O Kocf 
vg substitute S¢, omitting xat; HNHAH and HNAH were evidently confused. Ti 
omits ny. 733 443 omit tov qAtou exArnovtos, which is read by Bx Ti 579 bo. sa 
has “‘as the sun is about to set.’? The other MSS read (with slight variations) xat 
eoxottc0n © HAtos, which is probably presupposed by lat sy. C* is illegible. B’s 
reading may very well be an explanatory gloss (full details in Zahn). 

v.47. 1 Pluralized in OR. ? The aorist in WC al pl Ko is a correction. 

v. 48. 1A minn omit Qewe. tx yevou. ?D heightens by adding xat te petra 
after oty8y. * Ephraem’s version of Tatian adds here, ‘‘Woe was it, woe was it to 
us: this was the Son of God.”’ Cf sysc ‘“‘Woe to us, what has befallen us, woe to us 
for our sins,” and g, “‘vae nobis quae facta sunt hodie propter peccata nostra adpro- 
pinquavit enim desolatio Hierusalem.” Similarly in Ev. Pet., 7:25, ovae tatg 
CUAPTIALS NLwWY: NYYtoev H xEtats xat to teAoc TepoucwAny. 
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49. Only Christ’s followers remained, though at a distance. 
The first clause is based on Ps 38:11, 88:8. Lk’s readers cer- 
tainly would have understood “acquaintance” to include the 
apostles; W thinks that Lk avoided giving such deserters an 
honorable title, but Lk has said nothing of any “desertion.” 
yvworot is simply from the Psalm. 

Chara 


(44-49) Cf Mk 15: 33-41, Mt 27: 45-56. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 46 (Mt v. 50) the dative guvy 
peyé&An in place of Mk’s accusative. In v. 47 éxatovéexns for Mk’s 
xevtueploy (a Latinism). Also 1d yevéuevov (plural, Mt) for Mk’s 
vague 8tt oltws é&¢xveucev, and the participle Aéywy (plural, Mt). 
In v. 49 dnd tH¢ TaAthatas (directly indicated by Mk). 

Lk evidently has drawn much of this section from Mk, but L’s ac- 
count can be detected also. 

(44) From Mk. %3n connects with v. 43, and dcet (‘‘Lukan’’) has 
been inserted. The “‘Lukan”’ ytvecbor éxt is here from Mk. (45) W 
thinks that tod HAtov éxArméyto¢g is a remnant of L; the other Lukan 
occurrences of éxAefnety are, as a matter of fact, in L sections (16:9, 
22:32, cf 12:33). But the text is uncertain, and the phrase may 
equally well be a gloss of Lk’s. A solar eclipse was of course impossible 
at Passover time, but Lk might not have known this. In Mk (v. 38) 
the rending of the Temple veil foliows Christ’s death, doubtless with 
the significance of Hbr 9:8, 10:19. By placing the event earlier Lk 
shows that he did not realize this significance; the rending of the veil 
to him was simply a portent, like the darkness (Z). That Lk conceived 
redemption to be connected with Christ’s sufferings instead of His 
death is incredible (against W). 

(46) The transformation of Ps 22:1 (Mk v. 34) into Ps 31: 5 can 
doubtless be understood as a Lukan modification, but it is unlikely 
that Lk would have undertaken to change so crucial a saying on his 
own responsibility; a modification through oral tradition embodied in 
Lis a much easier explanation (W). Or, Mk and L may even represent 
independent attempts to supply words for Christ’s dying cry; cf the 
commentaries on Mk. This verse made Mk vv. 35 f impossible, even 
if Lk had cared to preserve the saying about Elijah. é&xveucav may 
be from Mk to replace some less dignified term; éxxvety elsewhere only 
in Mk v. 39. 

(47) Use of Mk here seems out of the question. Lk naturally had 
no objections to “Son of God” as a title of Christ, and the phrase is 


v. 49. After yvwotot Sd prints autov, in place of the dative in B 33 LTiA al pl. 


WHn insert the article before yuvatxes, with B minn, 
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quite devoid of political considerations (against Hz); L’s tradition is 
here more primitive than Mk’s. Note that Lk uses 8vtwe elsewhere 
only in 24:34 (L). So&dtew tov Oedv is “Lukan.” (48) From L, al- 
though the paronomasia suggests Lukan revision. Perhaps Lk is re- 
sponsible for the whole phrase éxt thy . . . yevougva; its omission 
leaves a wholly sympathetic description of the crowds. Cf on v. 35: 
Srootépery is ““Lukan.” (49) The Psalm quotation (with dpacat tad- 
va?) is from L. Probably it was meant to include only the women, 
but the masculine yywotof has misled Lk, causing him to add xat 
yuvatxes . . . Dadthatag from Mk. This anticipates L’s list in v. 55, 
making an awkward doublet. 


50-56. The burial. 

50. Joseph of Arimathea is introduced in an extraordinarily 
overloaded sentence,! which leaves “man?” without grammati- 
cal construction. By “councillor*’? Lk meant a member of the 
Sanhedrin (v. 51). The noun is found only in Mk’s parallel. 

51. Either Joseph was absent from the session of 22: 66-71, 
or “all” there is not to be taken strictly. “Their!” is ad sens. 
The site of Arimathea is quite uncertain. To “expect the King- 
dom” (2:25, Acts 24:15) is not the same as to be a disciple 
(against Ls). Joseph’s hope made him charitable. 

ovvkatativec Oat here only. 

52. The usual custom was to leave crucified bodies on the 
cross, but in Palestine the Romans would not have insisted on 
such a breach of the Jewish law (Deut 21: 23). 

53. The actual work of removing the body would be per- 
formed by servants or perhaps by Gentiles. Joseph had the 
body shrouded! but omitted the customary embalming; his per- 
sonal interest in Christ was evidently not very keen. AXafevtds? 
is known elsewhere only in the LXX of Deut 4: 49 and Aquila’s 
version of Num 21: 20, 23:14, Deut 34:1, Josh 13:20. In all 


v. so. 1 Simplified somewhat radically in sy. *A xat before the second avn 
(Ti, Sd in brackets) is an attempt to simplify (om BWY AOA al pl Ko). *Bsa 
omit the xat before Stxatoc. 

v. st. Between the present participle cuvxatattOewevoc (Ti, WHm, Sd, with 
xLD al pl) and the perfect (WH non mg, Ws, with BW al pl) there is little choice. 
579 II* minn have cuvxatabewevos; minn have xatatewevoc; 1241 has cuvxata- 
teQets. 1.4minn omit. 

v. 53. Tireads ovderw, "against ourw (before or after ovds) in BLTi579D 1-family 
A. 1Ferr 157 heighten by inserting xaQapa after ctvdow. * AcAatotywevw in D 


(so Mk; cf Mt). 
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these cases its meaning is “an eminence.”’ So the meaning here 
would seem to be “cut into a hill” (as distinguished from “dug 
into the ground”) or, perhaps, “built up like a hill.” Wl’s 
rendition, “built of hewn stones,” is also possible; there is papy- 
rus evidence for Xafedw in the sense “cut stone.” Joseph is 
not said to be the owner of the tomb, but he would not have 
taken such a liberty with another man’s property, especially as 
there was no reason for extreme haste (v. 54). The accumulation 
of negatives in the last clause is unlike Lk. 

54. “Preparation” is explained by the following clause!; Lk 
gives no support to the theory that identifies the next day with 
the Passover (however true the theory may be). The use of 
émipooxew (Mt 28:1 only), literally “grow light,” is Jewish 
when applied to sunset, as here; either the verb had lost its 
original force altogether (P), or it referred to the lighting of the 
Sabbath lamps (W, Hz). It may be rendered “was drawing 
near.” At this time of the year the visible sunset in Jerusalem 
would take place not long after five o’clock, but the entombment 
could have been completed easily in an hour. 

55. The women of v. 49 (the repetition is awkward) watched 
the interment. The tomb need not have been close to Calvary. 
KataxoAovety here only. 

56. They saw that the body had not been embalmed and 
resolved to supply the omission. There was still time to make 
the necessary preparations before sunset, but after that they 
were obliged to wait for the end of the Sabbath. 


(so-56) Cf Mk 15: 42-47, 16:1, Mt 27: 57-61. 

The Lk—Mt contacts are:—In v. 50 the insertion of dvhe (Evbewnoc, 
Mt), and évépete (to¥vouc, Mt). In v.52 obtos xpoceAOdy tH Tethdrep 
(eto ABev mpdc tov ITetAdctov, Mk). If this contact is not due to 
textual conformation, it may be quite accidental, for Mt is very fond 
of xpocéexecba with the dative and Lk uses it fairly frequently. 
Cf W. But the agreement may come from some set form of (oral?) 


8 At the end Ti sa D 1071 c have (with slight variations) the curious addition xat 
Qevtog autov excOyxay tw Lvquetw Atoy peyav oy woyts etxoct exuAtoy. Its 
apologetic motive is evident. 

v. 54. 1 For this second clause D substitutes nv 8¢ n nuecoa xeo caBBatov. 

v.55. Ti omits the article before yuvatxec, with NWCA al pl Ko. D 29 latt have 
(at) duo yuvatnes. 
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tradition. In v. 53 éverdAt&ey abvé for Mk’s adrby évefAnoev, doubt- 
less more usual Greek, and &yxev for Mk’s compound. There is also 
a contact in the emphasis on the newness of the tomb, but the motive 
was natural and the terms are entirely different. The agreement be- 
tween v. 54 and Mt 28:1 in the use of éntgwoxety does not seem to be 
a true contact. 

In this section Lk is based chiefly on L; note 30 with no verb 
(v. 50) and étoméGew (v. 56). 

(so-51) The cumbrous character of this sentence is due to fusing 
L and Mk; Lk has taken 8 . . . "Insod from Mk and probably @ou- 
Aethe and end ’Apabatas also (W). “A city of Judea” is of course 
Lk’s note. L may have begun xat i80d "Iwohp, &vOpwrosg &yaOdc xd. 
ave, dvouatt, and Sxd&pyerv are ‘Lukan.” (53) Lk cannot be cred- 
ited with Aa§eutéc, and the agreements with Mk have little signifi- 
cance. Note the contact with Jn 19:41. (54) If Lk had introduced 
mapacxeuy from Mk v. 42, he would have given Mk’s explanation as 
well. And Lk certainly did not insert éxtgcdioxew in this sense. (55) 
Cf on v. 49. os is “Lukan.” (56) The careful emphasis on the ob- 
servance of the Law is characteristic of L; how Hz can think this verse 
a protest against Sabbath observance is incomprehensible. Sxocteégetv 
is “Lukan.” 

In Mk 16:1 the spices are bought after Saturday’s sunset; tradition 
on this point was evidently uncertain.' 


CHAPTER XXIV 


1-12. The empty tomb. 

1. After sunset on Saturday it would have been legal for the 
women to embalm Christ’s body. They preferred, however, to 
wait until the next morning, doubtless so as not to be hindered 
by approaching darkness. For “first” in this construction the 
New Testament invariably uses #éa, “one,” in place of 7pé77; 
ef uvik 16:2, Mt 28:2, Jn 20:7,-10,,Acts 2077, 1 Cor 16% 2. 


The “Western Non-Interpolations.” This title is given by WH to seven pas- 
sages in this chapter, which in their edition are enclosed in double brackets. They 
are:— : 

I. v. 3, Tou xugtou Inoou. 2. v. 6, oux cotty woe aAAa HyeeOy. 3. v.12 entire. 
4. V. 36, at AeyEt autots etenvy uuty. 5. V. 40 entire. 6. V. 51, Xat avepepeTo 
ELS TOV OURAVOY. 7. V. 52, KOOTKUVNGAYTES AUTOY. 

Ti omits all but the first two, Ws omits all but the first, Sd brackets the last four 
and queries the second (cf his ‘‘Errata”’). } ; 

All seven are omitted by D af abd], and all but the third by ffz._r omits the first 
five. £ q omit none, but q is defective from v. 11 to v. 39. c reads all but the second, 
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The construction is obviously Jewish. ¢pOpov BdGews,! “at deep 
earliness,” “at the first dawn.” 

2. The presence of the stone closing the sepulchre is taken 
for granted. azroxvd lev in the parallels only. 

4, The dazzling apparel! of the “men” shows them to be 
angels. Cf 17:24. The phrasing is very Jewish. 

6-7. The saying appears to be a combination of 9:44 and 
9: 22; 18: 31-34 was not spoken in Galilee and was addressed 
only to the Twelve. “Sinful men 1” need not refer exclusively 
to Gentiles (W, Ls). 

8. Lk seems to imply that the women were among the disci- 
ples addressed in 9: 22, 44. 

9. “The rest 1” need not be limited to the “acquaintance” 
of 23: 49 (against W). 

10. Lk’s delay in giving the names of the women is curious; 
W thinks they are inserted here as witnesses for the Resurrec- 
tion. Cf 8:2f. The repetition of the substance of v. 96 is like- 
wise strange. 

The construction here is unskillful.t If af Xovrrad/ is taken with 
éXeyov, the narrative asserts that only the unnamed women 
told the apostles; if it is taken with #oav, then there is no sub- 


for which it substitutes ‘‘resurrexit a mortuis.”” sys omits the seventh and fifth, 
and in place of the sixth has “he was lifted up from them.” syc omits the fifth but 
is defective after v. 45¢. sa omits none. The only influence of these omissions on 
the Greek MSS (apart from D) is the omission of the sixth instance in x*. 

For detailed discussion cf below. 

v. 1. Sd (cf his Errata”) brackets aewuata (om D lat [exc f q vg] sysc). The 
addition would have been easy. The tendency to harmonize in this section is very 
pronounced; cf especially Ko’s addition (at the end) of xat teveg ouv autats (against 
BxC* 33 L bo lat [exc q f]). 1Om 1241. 

v. 3. Cf above. xuptou is omitted also by 579 1241 1071 f sy, and is doubtless to 
be discarded. And the addition of (tov) Incou would have been much easier than 
its omission. 

v. 4. 1 Pluralized by Sd, against Bx D lat sy; Ti has ecOytt actpantoucats. The 
pluralization seems easier. 

v. 6. Cf above; the addition would have been much easier than the omission. 
Marcion seems to have had simply ynyeey (cf c). 

v. 7. 1 Marcion a omit. 

v. 8. “These words” in lat (exc c q f vg) sysc avoids the ambiguous autov. 

v. 9. Ti, Sd have the order navta tauta, against sDOKI1 al; csa omit navte. 
WH bracket aro tov wvnetov (om D lat [exc f q vg]). 1 sysc have “‘to the other 
disciples.” 579 X syp omit nacty. 

v. 10. ! The omission of noav 8¢ (WDAT' minn sysc), or the insertion of a be- 
fore eAeyov (Ko) are attempts to improve. 
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ject for €Xeyov. W translates, “They were . . . and the others 
with them; they told . . . ,” but this is not smooth. 

 lax@Bov can mean either “the mother 2” or “the daughter’ 
of James,” but the latter rendition is more natural. 


11. Arjpos, “nonsense,” here only; vv. 22-24 soften the harsh 
term somewhat. The use of év@mvov is very Hebraistic. 

12. Although this verse is omitted only by D lat vet (exc c fle 
f), it is certainly interpolated (Ti, WH, W). Its insertion as a 
summary of Jn 20: 3-10 is easily comprehensible, but no reason 
appears for its omission. Moreover, it conflicts with v. 24, while 
TapaxvT Tey, dOdviov and amrépyec Oat rpds are all found in Jn’s 
account, but not in Lk or Acts. 


(1-12) Cf Mk 16:1-8, Mt 28: 1-8. 

The Lk—-Mt contacts are:—In v. 1 #AOoy (HAGev, Mt) for Mk’s pres- 
ent. In v. 2 dmroxuAfCery (as in Mk v. 3) for Mk’s dvaxvAtteryv, and 
the participle instead of Mk’s 8t: construction. In v. 4 dotpantobap 
(doteanh, Mt), but the use is very different. In v. 5 éupdBwv (péGov, 
Mt) for Mk’s 2&OauGnOnoay, and efxay (elmev, Mt) for Mk’s present. 
In v. 6 the position of odx otty S8e, but cf textual notes. 

None of the above is important, but the case is different with the 
contact in v. 9, a&mhyyetAav tots Bydexa (kmayyethat tots pabyrtatc, 
Mt). This cannot possibly be due to textual conformation, for the 
contact agrees with the sequel in both Gospels. Nor can any case be 
built on a hypothetical continuation of Mk; if Mk was originally pro- 
longed beyond his v. 8 there is no evidence that either Lk or Mt used 
the fuller form, for at this point they diverge entirely. Oral tradition 
seems to be the only alternative; cf below. 

Lk has incorporated reminiscences of Mk into a narrative based 
primarily on L; cf étomdtew (v. 1), xbetog (v. 3,—text?), éyévero 
éy t> . . . xat (v. 4), wrvncbavar (vv. 6, 8), and ayaptwAds (v. 7). 
Moreover, for 80g0¢ (v. 1) cf 21: 38, and with dnopety (v. 4) cf 21: 25. 
Note also the Jn (20: 12) contact in v. 4. 

(1) The only words common to Lk and Mk are éxt +d u.vyjya, which 
Lk may or may not have taken from Mk. The transformation of ‘at 
sunrise” into “at early dawn” is simply a difference in parallel tradi- 
tions. (2) W thinks this verse a condensation of Mk vv. 3-4; it is not 
indispensable. (3-5) Apart from eiceAGodcat (which WI considers a 


2 So syp syj (a). %So syse syj (bc). ; 
v.11. For tauta Sdm reads autwy, against BNTiLD sy} lat (exc f) sy. 
v.12. Cf above, and exegetical note. The difficult wove is omitted in x* 579 sa 
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gloss) these verses have nothing in common with Mk v. 4, while the 
style is much too Semitic to be due to Lk. The “two” angels agree 
with Jn 20: 12 (and cf Acts 1: 10). Hz suggests that Lk added together 
the angels of Mk v. 4 and Mt v. 2 (!); Ls thinks that Lk has two 
angels as there are two women, and that Lk has given the angelic 
message a “literary” form. (30) dvqe and égrot&évat (v. 4) are “Lu- 
kan,” but the former phrase suggests L here. 

(6) Land Mk have incompatible traditions, and @tt . . . Tadthalg 
is Lk’s attempt to combine them (Hz, Ls). as is ““Lukan.” (7) In L 
this verse probably agreed more closely with 9:44 (W); Lk has ex- 
panded. (8) éiua is “Lukan.” (9) &xb tod uvnuetou is the only phrase 
in common with Mk. trooteégery and dmayyéAdewy are “‘Lukan.” 
(zo) The grammatical confusion shows that Zdeyov . . . &mootédAoucg 
is a later addition, perhaps by Lk (W), perhaps a textual gloss. If the 
whole verse had been written by Lk this roughness would have been 
avoided (against Wl, JW, Ls). ody is ““Lukan.” In L there is an 
obvious reference to 8: 2f, and Lk may have added Maola 4 *IaxwGou 
from Mk (W). (11) W thinks this whole verse is by Lk; it contains 
the “doubt” theory and is in conflict with v. 24. évamtoy, dcel, and 
ejua are “Lukan.” 

Satisfactory discussion of the differences between L and Mk is possi- 
ble only in a special treatise on the resurrection narratives, but the 
facts may be briefly stated. Both L and Mk had traditions of the dis- 
covery of the empty tomb by the women, and of a vision of angels, 
announcing the Resurrection. L denies explicitly that the women saw 
Christ (vv. 23 f), and Lk evidently had no tradition to the contrary. 
The natural implication of Mk v. 7 is the same, that the women saw 
only the angels. But supporters of the “mutilation” theory of Mk 
(e. g., W) argue that something followed explaining how the women’s 
fear was overcome, and that this could have been only an appearance 
of Christ to them (cf Mt). This theory is conceivable, but it has Lk’s 
denial against it, while Mt vv. 9 f seems suspiciously like an addition 
(so even McN). 

As a matter of fact, Mk v. 8 is most easily interpreted as an ex- 
planation of a comparatively new tradition; the women’s experience 
was not known until later, because they kept silence about it (so 
usually). But this left the discovery of the empty tomb as an isolated 
factor in the resurrection evidence, and the natural tendency was to 
remove this isolation. Hence the Lk—Mt contact. Mt vv. 9 f represents 
a further development in the same direction. 

Mk (= Mt) is quite positive that the first appearance to the apos- 
tles was in Galilee, but that Jerusalem disciples also experienced mani- 
festations may be assumed unquestioningly. Mt (vv. 16-20) has gath- 
ered all the appearances into a single vision bestowed on a great 
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multitude in Galilee, doubtless the appearance to “more than five 
hundred” of x Cor 15:6. But in L (as might be expected) the Jeru- 
salem tradition has absorbed the Galilean. And Lk, with his usual 
indifference to temporal sequence, has related the appearances as if 
they all occurred on one day; hence the divergence of v. 6 from Mk. 


13-35. The walk to Emmaus. 

13. “Of them” looks back to “the rest” in v. 9. Emmaus is 
generally identified with Kaloniyeh, a village lying some four 
miles (about 35 stadia) northwest of Jerusalem. This identifica- 
tion is based on BJ VII, vi, 6 (217), “(Vespasian) assigned a 
place to be the dwelling of 800 men, whom he had discharged 
from his army; it is called Emmaus, and is 30 (v. I. “60”’) stadia 
from Jerusalem.” But the identification is incomplete, for it is 
not certain that Kaloniyeh is derived from colonia. Fuller de- 
tails in K. 

14, avroii has no emphasis (against W). “These things” in- 
cludes the Passion (vv. 19 ff), as well as the events of vv. 1-11. 

15. éyyloas = “overtaking.” 

16. The narrative, taken strictly, implies that a miracle af- 
fected the senses of the disciples, not that Christ’s appearance 
was changed. This rendition may be overprecise, but in any 
case Lk does not say that “preoccupation blinded them” 
(against P). W1 suggests that xpatetv, “hold,” represents an 
Aramaic tM, “close.” Tod is strictly telic, “in order that they 
should not.” 

17. Christ is supposed to have listened to their conversation 
before speaking. oxuOpwrds! in Mk 6:16 only; Z (most im- 


v. 13. Sd prints youv ropevowevor after autwy, against Bx sy. For “60” kON 
157 K*II minn syj read “160,” owing presumably to an identification of Emmaus 
with Amwas (Nicopolis), some twenty miles by road to the (north) west of Jerusa- 
lem. af’s “7” is probably a mere blunder. For Eyaous D has Ovrapaous, which 
appears in place of ‘“‘Bethel” in Gen 28: 19; the significance of this variant is ob- 
scure. “‘nomine ammaus et cleophas”’ (af ff2), ‘‘nomine cleofas et ammaus” (b) 
are self-explanatory. 

v.14. !Om D af c sysc. : Bir as 

v. 15. WH bracket the third xat; B* sa af c syp omit, but the omission is an 
obvious correction. D af ac sy omit autos (D has 0). F ; 

v.17. leotabnoay before it (BNTi 579 sa bo syj af; L has eat yay) is certainly 
right; este (Ko) or the omission of the verb (D sy) are corrections. sysc omit all 
of mpog . . . eatabnoay. 
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probably) takes it of irritation at the interruption. avrTtBdr- 
dew? here only. 

18. “Cleopas” may or may not be the same name as “Clopos” 
in Jn 19:25. No Jerusalemite would have asked the question 
in v. 17; it is needless to infer that Christ’s pronunciation had 
a foreign (Galilean?) sound (against W, Z). wapoxety in 
Hbr 11:9 only. 

19. “But they said”; Lk gives a summary of a conversation 
in which both disciples joined. Christ, by His miracles and 
teaching, had proved Himself a prophet commissioned by God 
and was accepted as such by the people. 

20. The sole New Testament instance of the (classical) use 
of 87s! in an indirect question. Note the contrast between 
the people and the hierarchs. 

21. “Redeem” includes redemption from foreign rule as well 
as redemption from evil. P, WI, K take a@yet' as impersonal, 
perhaps “time is passing.” W, Ls, Z supply “Jesus,” “he is 
passing,” or, perhaps, “delaying.” Lk certainly saw some allu- 
sion to a resurrection hope, although this is not necessarily im- 
plied. 

22. The repetition of @\Ad! is not very graceful. «af is per- 
haps “besides our hope” (W). é&éornoav,? “astonished,” is 
transitive elsewhere only in Acts 8:9. opO@pwds* here only. 

23. The second «a/! is used loosely to connect what they did 
not find with what they saw. Vividness is gained by the transi- 
tion to the direct form at the end.? 

25. Lk finds it in no way strange that Christ should rebuke 


* aotBadAete in 33; “speak” in sy. af it omit reptxatouvetes. 

v. 18. For ovowatt Ti prints w ovowa, against BXTiL 579 69 213 NX b. sysc omit 
“in these days.” 

v. 20. }Om sy sa; D has we. 

v. 21. 1 “agit” in af d, “agitur” in c. Otherwise the latt, with sa bo sy, translate 
as a simple statement of time, “‘it is the third day”’ (or “three days”). The omig- 
sion of wyet in x* is presumably only accident. 

v. 22, !Om sysc. * sysc substitute “‘went.”’ ® opAptat in Ko; sysc omit. 

v. 23. sysc introduce the astonishment omitted from v. 22 into the women’s 
words here, “‘We have seen angels there, and we were amazed.” !1Om sa bo D afc 
sy. ? “Corrected” in 69, and made the words of the women (at Aeyoucat); cf syc. 
sa bo sy begin with the direct form and lapse into the indirect. 

v. 24. The omission of the third xe (WH, with BD lat sy) is much “easier,” 
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His own disciples so sternly; both their wavering of faith at the 
Passion and their refusal to accept the resurrection evidence 
were wrong. “They remembered only the promises of the 
glories of the Messiah, and ignored the predictions of His suf- 
ferings” (P). émé means simply “in” (Acts 9:42, Rom 4:5, 
etc). Bpadvs only in Jas 1: 19 (bis). | 

26. “Suffer” is not subordinate in any sense that throws all 
the emphasis on “enter” (against WI [cf K], who even ar- 
gues that the xa/ is telic). The reason of “behooved” is not ex- 
plained, but it is arbitrary to say that all thought of vicarious 
suffering is excluded (against Hz, Ls). Nor does it quite follow 
that “entrance into glory” followed immediately on “suffer- 
ing,” so as to equate the Resurrection with the Ascension 
(against W, JW, K, but cf 23: 43). 

27. W takes “all” as a technical term for both the latter divi- 
sions of the Jewish canon (cf v. 44), but this is rather mechani- 
cal. It is simpler to understand, “from all the prophets, begin- 
ning with Moses” (so usually). P argues that “all”? may be 
quite literal (!). Lk and his readers naturally thought of the 
passages that figured in the current apologetic. 

28. mpoorrovety, “made as if,” here only; it has caused need- 
less distress to certain exegetes. 

29. The disciples had grown so fascinated with Christ’s expo- 
sition (v. 32) that they refused to let him depart. The owner- 
ship of the house is immaterial. 

30. Christ took, as by right, the position of host. On the 
eucharistic implications of this verse see critical notes. 

31. At the moment of the blessing the miraculous inhibition 
of v. 16 was removed, but before the disciples could speak 


v. 27. Ws prefers the imperfect Stepunvevey (Ko, against BxeLMU); it is 
“easier.” D has ny apgauevos aro Maucews xat navtwy Tw TEOPHTWY EOULNVEvELY, 
which is presupposed in sy, in sa af it (with a participle for the infinitive), and in f 
vg (with an indicative for the infinitive). In all probability this reading is original, 
for nv apSapevog is in L’s style and the neutral text is easily comprehensible as a 
correction. After yeagats Sd prints tt ny in brackets, with x 33 L bo @ x minn, 
but in 8 33 L 1 the text is autotc tt ny ev macatg (om N) tag Yeagate, so that 
Sd’s text is artificial. 

v. 29. Sd brackets 787; it is read by Br 33 L minn pl syj lat (exc c 1) syp, and 
its omission from HAHHHM .. . would have been very easy. 

v. 30. Only D omits xAacas. W omits AaBwy tov aptoy. 
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Christ vanished. The a7’ is “pregnant,” “he disappeared and 
was parted from them” (W). a&favtos! here only. 

32. “We ought to have recognized Him, for only He could 
so have affected us.” Cf Ps 39:3, Jer 20:9. 

33-34. There could not be a moment’s delay in communicat- 
ing the tidings, and neither the distance nor the late hour mat- 
tered. But the message had been anticipated; St. Peter had 
received a vision of Christ and all the disciples in Jerusalem had 
assembled to hear of it. &@polfew here only. 

35. Cf critical notes. 


(13-35) Very evidently from L; cf anéyew, “be distant” (v. 13), 
xar adtés (vv. 14, 25, 28, 31, 35), éyéveto év tH (v. 15 with xal; v. 30 
with finite verb and aorist infinitive), éyy(Gew (v.15), éyylGetv ets 
(v. 28), évavtfoy (v. 19), Autpodcbar (v. 21), 36&& (Vv. 26), kpxecbat 
(v. 27), and edAoyety (v. 30). The use of xdotog in v. 34 is likewise 
significant, although it occurs in dialogue. Moreover, on cupropetecbat 
(v. 15) cf 7: 11, on dpBervdg (v. 22) cf 21: 38, on od, “whither” (v. 28) 
cf 10: 1, and on x6époew (v. 28) cf 14: 32. Note also the contact between 
v. 24 and Jn 20: 3-10, the contrast between the people and their rulers 
in vv. 19 f, and the accurate Jewish wording of vv. 19, 21. Ls, indeed, 
is so impressed by this last feature that he argues for a (conscious) 
reproduction of primitive terminology by Lk, an argument that is 
naturally quite inadequate. L wrote this section with wonderful grace 
and charm. 

Underlying the story two distinct motives appear: Christ was mani- 
fested to certain disciples at a eucharist; and Christ originated the Old 
Testament apologetic of the Church. 

(a) That vv. 30f referred originally to a eucharist is put beyond 
doubt by the use of the technical term “the breaking of the bread”’ 
(cf on 22: 19a); at a eucharist, above all times, disciples would be pre- 
pared to receive a resurrection vision. The absence of any mention 
of wine may have led Lk to think of an ordinary meal, a mere renewal 


v. 31. D afc begin with AaBovtwy Se autwy toy aetov am autou. !sy havesim- 
ply “‘he was taken away.” 

V. 32. xa@touevn seems to have given trouble. D sa cl have xexaAuuwevn 
(“exceecatum” in c, “coopertum” in d). MS 114 of sa reads “heavy,” which 
appears to underlie “exterminatum” in af and ‘‘optusum” in 1. The unpointed 
text of sy can be read as either “burning” or “heavy,” but the existing pointing 
gives the latter sense. “‘Heavy” is found also in the Arabic Diatessaron. The other 
Jatt have “‘ardens,” “Burning” alone suits the context. WH non mg omit ev nuwy, 
with BD af c sysc. 


Vv. 34. Aeyoytes in D is a bad error; WI’s support of this reading is perverse. 
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of the former fellowship (W, WI, JW, Z, K), but this leaves vv. 30, 35 
much too technical and solemn (Hz, Ls, Lg?). Cf on 22:18. That this 
experience occurred at Emmaus and that one of the disciples concerned 
was called Cleopas there is no reason to doubt. 

(b) The second element is more difficult to analyze. It contains the 
recollection that the Old Testament prophecies of suffering were not 
thought relevant to Christ until after His Resurrection, and it expresses 
the conviction that their discovery and interpretation was due to His 
inspiration and guidance; cf, especially, Hz. More than this cannot 
be said; in particular, it is impossible to recover the facts that underlie 
vv. 15 f, 29. 

The narrative has been united with vv. 1-11 and also with vv. 36-43 
and this union is generally referred to Lk. This is certainly true as 
regards vv. 36-43, which are not from L, but is scarcely true of vv. 1-11. 

(13) The name ‘‘Emmaus”’ has no significance. It is gratuitous to 
argue that the scene was originally laid in Galilee (against Ls). (14) 
dutAety is found only in Lk and Acts. (16) tod is “Lukan.” (28) 
évéuate and the use of juéoa are ““Lukan.” (10) t& before a preposi- 
tion, dvne, and Agéc are ““Lukan,” but the latter noun here is from L 
(cf above). (20) For the &pxovtes cf 23:13, 35. (21) W thinks the 
second clause is by Lk; its &\A& is awkward and its reference to the 
third day somewhat out of the “‘atmosphere.”’ But with ody néow cf 
évy na&ot in 16: 26 (the oévis ““Lukan’’). &yew is “‘Lukan,” but not in 
this sense. (22) WI attributes this whole verse to Lk or a glossator, but 
only because it refers to vv. 1-11. yiveoOat éxt is ““Lukan.” (24) Wl 
questions this verse also, for the same reason. The contact with Jn is 
no reason to make this a textual gloss (against JW). ody is “‘Lukan.” 

(25) tod and the attracted ofg are “Lukan.” (26) Cf exegetical 
note. JW argues that this story belongs to what may be called the 
“spiritual” cycle, in contrast to the more materialistic conceptions of 
vv. 36-42. (27) The use of té is “Lukan.” (29) tod and aby are 
“Tukan.” (30) xataxAtvery is “Lukan.” (32) wg is ‘Lukan.” 

(33-35) W (cf Hz, WI, Ls) think that vv. 33-35 are an addition to 
connect vv. 13-32 with vv. 36f. This is conceivable, but Lk’s vocabu- 
lary is not very marked (&uot&vat, Sxootpégety, abv, tz before év, 
and é<), while xat adtof and &vtws (cf on 23:47) point rather to L. 
Moreover, if Lk had written these verses he would hardly have made 
v. 34 contradict vv. 36 f, 41 (against W); in L, apparently, the disciples’ 
doubt was not emphasized. 

In v. 34 WI (cf Ls) makes needless difficulty by arguing that A€yovtag 
was originally a nominative, as in D; the Emmaus disciples know noth- 
ing of any revelation to St. Peter. 

The editor of Mk 16:12 used this tradition, and may even have 
taken it directly from Lk. 
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36-49. The appearance in Jerusalem. 

36-37. Before Cleopas and his companions had finished speak- 
ing, Christ! suddenly appeared. 7vedua is used popularly, “a 
ghost.?” On the conflict with v. 34 cf critical notes. 

38, Christ first proves the reality of His appearance. Note 
the Jewish phrasing of the second clause (WI). 

39. Lk takes for granted that any reader will understand “see 
the nailholes in my hands and feet.” Cf Jn 20:25, 27. JW, 
however, finds the words cbscure, while W1 finds an allusion to 
popular folklore, “even though my face is altered, my hands 
and feet remain unchanged.” 

41. The incredulity of extreme joy is familiar everywhere (P). 
BSpa@o.pos here only. 

42-43. Lk relates Christ’s eating simply as proof of His Res- 
urrection; he certainly did not reflect on any significance of this 
act for the nature of the resurrection body. But cf on 22: 15-18. 
émrds here only. 

44, There is no hint of a break here, although older commen- 
tators usually “harmonized” by supposing this charge to be 
delivered after Easter. “These my words,” etc, may be ren- 
dered “what has come to pass corresponds to what I predicted” 
(W1); the construction is confused, but the sense is clear. ‘The 


v. 36. Cf note at beginning of chapter. The “‘interpolation” is from Jz 20: 10, 
26, and it is further expanded from Jn 6: 20in W 579 minn Pcfvgsyp. ! That the 
subject is simply gutoc is attested decisively by BNL 1241 sa bo D af it sysc, but 
the insertion of o Insous (Ko) or xuptos was very easy. 

v.37. For xtonbsyteg WHm, Ws have Oponfevtes (B 1241); XW have goBnfeytec. 
* paytacua in D. 

v. 38. Sd has the plural tatc xapdtatc, against BD lat (exc f), but the singular 
is much “harder.” sa presupposes ets THY xaodtay. 

v. 39. Sd brackets the second ov (om W 33 L 579 @ 1 minn af cf vg). Ti prints 
the plural capxag with x*D, but this is due to conformation to the surrounding 
plurals. D’s order is slightly different. 

v. 40. Cf note at beginning of chapter. There was no reason for omitting this 
verse, while its insertion from v. 39, aided by Jn 20: 20, was extremely easy. 

v. 42. The widespread insertion at the end of the verse of xat amo weAtoctov 
xnpetou (-ov) has never been satisfactorily explained. Its omission by BRWL 579 
sa DAII af sys is decisive evidence against its originality, however, and it may 
owe its appearance to some liturgical practice connected with the later agapes. 

v. 43. Agape (or eucharistic) influence is certainly responsible for the insertion 
at the end of xat ta emtAotna edwxev autots in © Ferr (pl) KIT minn sycj (there 
are slight variations). 

v. 44. WH, Ws have the article before rgopyntats, with BNL 579 sa bo. 
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Psalms” appears to be used as the title of the third division 
of the Jewish canon (so usually); if so, this use is unique. But 
the Psalter may be meant concretely, for it was the only book 
of the Kethubim that would figure much in Christian apologetic. 

45-46. A repetition of vv. 25-28. What was done then for 
Cleopas and his companion was now repeated for the wider 
circle. 

47. Besides the sufferings of the Messiah, the Old Testament 
also predicted the extension of the Gospel to the Gentiles; Lk 
would have thought of passages such as those in Rom 15: 1-13, 
etc. 

The construction of “beginning from Jerusalem” is very ob- 
scure. Hz, P, JW, Ls take it loosely with what precedes; W, Z 
connect it with v. 49; WI simplifies by translating enpuyOjvae 
as an imperative (an Aramaic jussive infinitive); “And remission 
of sins shall be preached!” But cf critical notes. 

48. The construction changes suddenly to the direct form, 
and Lk forgets that the apostles are not the only auditors. 
“These”’ refers to v. 46, not to v. 47. 

49. Cf Acts 1:4f. In “promise!” Lk may have thought 
specifically of Joel 2:28 (Acts 2:17). Lk’s narrative, taken 
strictly, excludes any presence of the apostles in Galilee be- 
tween Easter and Pentecost. Cf critical notes. 


(36-49) This section contains no indications of L, for pyecbat in 
v. 47 is used strictly; it is evidently from a different tradition, for the 
change in vocabulary is very noticeable. Moreover, vv. 44-46 are an 
obvious doublet of vv. 25-27, and vv. 42f an almost equally clear 
duplicate of vv. 30f. And this section contains the “doubt” theory, 
which is foreign to L (cf on vv. 11, 34). 

Apparently this section was originally an account of the first ap- 
pearance of Christ (v. 37) to apostles only (v. 48). Its insertion has 
evidently displaced something in L, presumably also an appearance to 
the apostles; Lk preferred to use a more dramatic account. 


v. 47. 33 sysc have wou for autou, relieving the change to the direct form in v. 48. 
Before agesty Ti, WH non mg Ws read etc, with Bx sa bo syp, against xat in 
the bulk of the MSS. 

v. 49. WH, Ws begin with xat tdov ey, against the xcyo of 8 33 L579saboD 
lat (exc q f) sysp. W 1 minn have xat eyw tSov. 1D af omit tov xatpoc, giving a 
higher Christology. 
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(36-40) The beginning of the tradition is lost, but it certainly did 
not follow v. 11 originally (against Hz), for the sources are different. 
tadta . . . A¢Aobytwy connects with the preceding section and is due 
to Lk, but SraAoytowbs (v. 38) is the only ““Lukan” term. The apolo- 
getic interest in v. 39 is evident. 

The tradition is based on the appearance of Christ ‘‘to the Twelve” 
(x Cor 15: 5), and Ls thinks that ‘‘supposed they beheld a spirit” may 
contain a genuine reminiscence. This tradition is developed also in 
Mk 16:14, Jn 20: 19f, 26-29 and the relation between Lk and Jn is 
fairly close. JW even argues that Lk is drawn directly from Jn, but 
only because Jn 20: 20 seems clearer to him than Lk v. 39a. 

(41-43) These three verses form a separate episode, which repeats 
the eucharistic theme of vv. 30f. The same tradition appears also in 
Mk 16: 14 very briefly (‘‘as they sat at meat’), and in a much more 
developed form in Jn 21: 5,9f,12f. But Jnis certainly more primitive 
than Lk in making Christ simply the host; in the present section He 
shares the food, showing a more materialistic concept. Cf on 5: 1-10, 
which likewise is secondary in some regards as compared with Jn. The 
only “‘Lukan” word is évémtov (v. 43). 

(44-49) vv. 44-46 are a doublet of vv. 25-27, to which a mission 
charge is added in vv. 47 f. Cf Mt 28: 19 (Mk 16:15), Jn 20: 21. The 
promise of the Spirit in v. 49 is paralleled by the gift of the Spirit in 
Jn 20: 22, and in this instance WI (Ls) thinks that Jn is more original, 
as the gift is ascribed to Christ (cf Acts 2: 33). W refers the whole of 
v. 49 to Lk. 

(44) obv is “Lukan.” (45) The tod is ““Lukan.” (47) The words 
nar xnpux8qvat . . . 20vn appear to be an addition of Lk’s (W), ‘with 
an obvious programmatic purpose. If this clause is removed, the diffi- 
culty of ép§éuevor disappears, and todtwy in v. 48 is given its proper 
reference. Ls notes that ‘beginning at Jerusalem” would be most 
natural if the scene was originally laid in Galilee, and suggests that the 
broiled fish of v. 42 would be less easily had in Jerusalem than in 
Galilee. These arguments are suggestive only, but the fact itself is con- 
ceivable (Mk 16: 7). 

This section presumably came to Lk without indication of time or 
place and his insertion of it here has brought confusion into this chap- 
ter. But Lk seems to have been quite unconscious of this confusion, 
for in Acts 1: 3 he refers to his “‘former treatise” for the appearances 
of Christ “during forty days.” And vv. 49, 53 are so evidently meant 
to prepare for Acts that the latter work must have been begun as soon 
as the Gospel was finished, if, indeed, it was not already in preparation. 


50-53. The Ascension. 
50. The narrative continues without a break, so as to indicate 
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an hour late in Easter night (v. 39). The difficulties of this are 
obvious; the road to the Mount of Olives would be difficult at 
such an hour, Christ could be recognized by any passer-by, and 
the sole purpose of the journey was to enable Him to vanish 
at itsend. Cf critical note. €@s' wpds? ByOaviav = “until just 
before Bethany was reached”’; i. e., on Olivet. The solemn ben- 
ediction was token of farewell. 

51. “Parted” is left vague, perhaps purposely so. For the 
verb cf 22: 59. 

52-53. As a literary conclusion for the Gospel these two verses 
lack strength, but the obvious intention is to prepare for the 
narrative in Acts. 


(50-53) From L; cf edAoyetv in vv. 50, 51 (53°), éyéveto év tH with 
finite verb in v. 51, and xat adtof in v. 52; note also the excessive use 
of adtés throughout. 

In L the narrative told of Christ’s final appearance (cf 1 Cor 15: 7, 
“to all the apostles” ?), and there is no reason to question the tradition 
that localized this near Bethany. Lk has connected with vv. 40-49 by 
inserting “‘led them out” and so has produced confusion. 

The preparation for Acts in vv. 52 f is of course due to Lk, although 
Sxoctpégetvy is the only “Lukan” term. W thinks that L closed with 
a doxology, and this is most probable; there may be a trace of it in the 
final three words. 


vy. 50. 10m D [e&] 157 lat (exc af [quasi] a). * etc in W al pl Ko. 

vv. 51-52. Cf note at beginning of chapter. Reasons for the insertions are 
obvious. 

v. 53. Cf note at beginning of chapter. For evAoyouvtes Ti reads atvouytec, 
with D latt; Ko has both (against BxC* sa bo sysj). 
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